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THE OLD TESTAMENT. 
THE BOOKS OF KINGS. 
INTRODUCTION. 


CONTENTS AND CHARACTER, ORIGIN AND SOURCES, OF THE 
BOOKS OF THE KINGS. 


fon aatiiE books of the Kings, which were but one book 
_ ab originally like the books of Samuel, and which, 
| A ms like the latter, were divided into two books by the 
ace Alexandrian translators (see the Introduction to the 
books of Samuel), contain, in accordance with their name (0°25D), 
the history of the Israelitish theocracy under the kings, from 
the accession of Solomon to the extinction of the monarchy on 
the overthrow of the kingdom of Judah, when Jerusalem was 
destroyed by the Chaldzans and the people were carried away 
into exile in Babylon. They embrace a period of 455 years, 
from 1015 to 560 Bc, that is to say, to the reign of the 
Babylonian king Evil-merodach. And as every kingdom cul- 
minates in its king, and the government of the kings determines 
the fate of the kingdom, the contents of the books before us, 
which are named after the kings of Israel, consist for the most 
part of a history of those kings; inasmuch as, whilst on the one 
hand the reigns of the several kings form the historical and 
chronological framework for the description of the historical 
development of the people and kingdom, on the other hand the 
leading phases which the monarchy assumed furnish the basis 
of the three periods, into which the history of this epoch and 

the contents of our books are divided. 
The first period (1015-975 3B.c.) embraces the forty years of 

A 
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Solomon’s reign over the undivided kingdom of the twelve tribes 
of Israel, when the Israelitish kingdom of God stood at the sum- 
mit of its earthly power and glory; though towards the end of 
this period it began to decline, inasmuch as the rebellion of 
Solomon against the Lord in the closing years of his reign pre- 
pared the way for the rebellion of the ten tribes against the 
house of David.—The second period commences with the divi- 
sion of the one kingdom into the two kingdoms, Israel (or the 
ten tribes) and Judah, and stretches over the whole period 
during which these two kingdoms existed side by side, termi- 
nating with the destruction of the kingdom of the ten tribes by 
the Assyrians, 7¢. from 975 to 722 8.c.—The third period em- 
braces the still remaining years of the continuance of the king- 
dom of Judah, until its eventual dissolution by the Chaldeans 
and the carrying away of the people into exile in Babylon, viz. 
from 722 to 560 B.c. 

The jirst part of our books (1 Kings i—xi.) therefore contains 
a description of the reign of Solomon, (a) in its commencement, 
viz. his ascent of the throne and the consolidation of his power 
(ch. i. and ii.); (6) in the gradual development of the strength 
and glory of his government, by his marriage, his sacrifice and 
prayer at Gibeon, his judicial wisdom, and his court (iii. 1-v. 
14),—also by the building of the temple and royal palace and 
the dedication of the temple (v. 15-ix. 9), by the erection of his 
other edifices and the introduction of navigation and commerce 
(ix. 10-28), by the spreading abroad of the fame of his wisdom, 
and by the increase of his wealth (ch. x.) ; and (ec) in its eventual 
decline in consequence of the sin into which the aged monarch 
fell through his polygamy and idolatry (ch. xi.). The second part 
opens with an account of the falling away of the ten tribes from 
the royal family of David, and relates in a synchronistic narra- 
tive the history of the two kingdoms in the three stages of their 
development: viz. (a) the early enmity between the two, from 
Jeroboam to Omri of Israel (xii. 1—xvi. 28); (6) the establish- 
ment of friendship and intermarriage between the two royal 
houses under Ahab and his sons, down to the destruction of the 
two kings Joram of Israel and Ahaziah of Judah by Jehu (xvi. 
29-2 Kings x.); (c) the renewal of hostilities between the two 
kingdoms, from Jehu’s ascent of the throne in Israel and Atha- 
liah’s usurpation of the throne in Judah to the overthrow of the 
kingdom of Israel in the sixth year of Hezekiah’s reign in Judah 
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ar of the 


(xi—xvii.). And, lastly, the third part opntai 
kingdom of Judah from Hezekiah to the dest Jerusalem 
by the Chaldeans, and carries it down to { by-seventh year 
of the imprisonment of king Jehoiachin in*“exile (ch. XVill.—xXv.). 

Now, although the history of the kings, or the account of 
both the duration and character of their reigns, and also of their 
various enterprises, so far as they promoted or hindered the 
progress of the kingdom of God, forms the principal substance 
of these books, they do not consist of a mere chronicle of the 
deeds and fortunes of the several kings, but describe at the 
same time the ministry of the prophets in the two kingdoms, 
and that to some extent in so elaborate a manner, that whilst 
some have discovered in this a peculiarly “ prophetico-didactic 
purpose” (Havernick, De Wette, etc.), others regard it as an 
endeavour “to set forth the history of the Israelitish and Jewish 
kings in its relation to the demands, the doings, the procla- 
mations, and the predictions of the prophets, from Solomon to 
the Babylonian exile” (Kern). But however unmistakeable 
the prophetico-didactic character may be, which the books of 
Kings have in common with the whole of the historical writings 
of the Old Testament, a closer investigation of their character 
will show that there is no ground for the assertion that there 
is any prophetico-didactic purpose in the mode in which the 
history is written. For the account of the ministry of the 
prophets is introduced into the history of the kings as the 
spiritual leaven which pervaded the Israelitish monarchy from 
the beginning to the end, and stamped upon its development 
the character of the theocracy or divine rule in Israel, Jehovah, 
as the invisible but yet real King of the covenant nation, had 
created the peculiar instruments of His Spirit in the prophets 
who maintained His law and right before the kings, standing by 
their side to advise and direct, or to warn and punish, and, 
wherever it was necessary, proving their utterances to be words 
of God by signs and wonders which they did before the people. 
Thus the Lord directed the prophet Samuel to anoint Saul and 
David princes over His people, and the prophet Nathan to com- 
municate to David the promise of the everlasting endurance of 
his throne (2 Sam. vii). But when at a later period David 
sinned (2 Sam. xi and xxiv.), it was the prophets Nathan and 
Gad who threatened him with punishment from God, and on his 
confession of sin and repentance announced the forgiveness and 
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favour of God (2 Sam. xii. 1-15, xxiv. 11-19). Through the 
medium of the prophet Nathan, Solomon was also appointed the 
successor of David upon the throne (2 Sam. xii. 25), and not 
only anointed king, but installed in defiance of the machinations 
of Adonijah (1 Kingsi). But since the monarchy was trans- 
mitted from Solomon in a direct line through his descendants 
by virtue of the divine promise in 2 Sam. vii, it is only in con- 
nection with important enterprises, or when the kingdom is 
involved in difficulties, that we find the prophets coming for- 
ward in after times to help or advise those kings who walked 
in the ways of the Lord; whereas under the idolatrous and 
godless rulers they offer, in the power of God, such energetic 
resistance to idolatry and to everything evil and ungodly, that 
princes and people are compelled to bow before them and 
succumb to their divine words. In this way the prophets 
accompanied the monarchy in all its course from Solomon to 
the captivity as guardians of the rights of the God-King, and as 
interpreters of His counsel and will Under Solomon, indeed, 
there was apparently a long period, during which prophecy fell 
into the background ; since the Lord Himself not only appeared 
to this king in a dream at Gibeon shortly after he ascended the 
throne, but also appeared to him a second time after the dedi- 
cation of the temple, and promised him the fulfilment of his 
prayers, and the glorification and eternal continuance of his 
kingdom, on condition of his faithful observance of the divine 
commands (1 Kings iii. 5 sqq., ix. 1 sqq.). But towards the 
end of his reign it rose up again in all the more threaten- 
ing attitude, against the king who was then disposed to 
fall away from Jehovah. It was no doubt a prophet who 
announced to him the separation of ten parts of his kingdom 
(1 Kings xi. 11 sqq.),—possibly the same Ahijah who promised 
Jeroboam the government over ten tribes (xi. 29 sqq.). But 
after the division of the kingdom, when Jeroboam proceeded, in 
order to fortify his throne, to make the political division into a 
religious one, and to this end exalted the image-worship into 
the state religion, the prophets continued to denounce this 
apostasy and proclaim to the sinful kings the destruction of 
their dynasties. And when at a still later period Ahab the 
son of Omri, and his wife Jezebel, endeavoured to make the 
Phoenician worship of Baal and Asherah into the national re- 
ligion in Israel, Elijah the Tishbite, “ the prophet as fire, whose 
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words burned as 2 torch” (Ecclus, xlviii. 1), came forward with 
the irresistible power of God and maintained a victorious con- 
flict against the prophets and servants of Baal, warding off the 
utter apostasy of the nation by uniting the prophets into societies, 
in which the worship of God was maintained, and the godly in 
Israel were supplied with a substitute for that legal worship in 
the temple which was enjoyed by the godly in Judah. And in 
the kingdom of Judah also there were never wanting prophets to 
announce the judgments of the Lord to idolatrous kings, and to 
afford a vigorous support to the pious and God-fearing rulers in 
their endeavours to promote the religious life of the nation, and 
to exalt the public worship of God in the temple. But since the 
kingdom of Judah possessed the true sanctuary, with the legal 
worship and an influential body of priests and Levites ; and since, 
moreover, the monarchy of the house of David was firmly estab- 
lished by divine promises resting upon that house, and among the 
kings who sat upon the throne, from Rehoboam onwards, there 
were many godly rulers who were distinguished for their lofty 
virtues as governors; the labours of the prophets did not assume 
the same prominent importance here as they did in the king- 
dom of the ten tribes, where they had to fight against idolatry 
from the beginning to the end. 

This explains the fact that the ministry of the prophets 
assumes so prominent a position in the books of the Kings, 
whereas the history of the kings appears sometimes to fall into 
the background in comparison. Nevertheless the historical 
development of the monarchy, or, to express it more correctly, 
of the kingdom of God under the kings, forms the true subject- 
matter of our books. It was not a prophetico-didactic purpose, 
but the prophetico-historical point of view, which prevailed 
throughout the whole work, and determined the reception as 
well as the treatment of the historical materials. The progres- 
sive development of the kingdom was predicted and described 
by the Lord Himself in the promise communicated to David by 
the prophet Nathan: “And when thy days shall be fulfilled, and 
thou shalt sleep with thy fathers, I will set up thy seed after 
thee, which shall proceed out of thy bowels, and I will establish 
his kingdom. He shall build a house for my name; and I will 
stablish the throne of his kingdom for ever. I will be his 
Father, and he shall be my son, that if he go astray, I may 
chasten him with man’s rod, and with stripes of the children of 
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men; but my mercy will not depart from him, as I caused it to 
depart from Saul, whom I put away before thee. And thy house 
and thy kingdom shall be for ever before thee, thy throne will 
be established for ever” (2 Sam. vii. 12-16). This thoroughly 
glorious promise forms the red thread which runs through the 
history of the kings from Solomon to the Babylonian captivity, 
and constitutes the leading idea in the record of this history 
in our books). The author's intention is to show in the history 
of the kings how the Lord fulfilled this gracious word, how He 
first of all chastised the seed of David for its transgressions, and 
then cast it off, though not for ever. To this end he shows in 
. the history of Solomon, how, notwithstanding the usurpation of 
the throne attempted by Adonijah, Solomon received the whole 
of his father’s kingdom, as the seed of David promised by the 
Lord, and established his power; how the Lord at the very 
beginning of his reign renewed to him at Gibeon the promise 
made to his father on the condition of his faithful observance of 
His law, and in answer to his prayer gave him not only a wise 
and understanding heart, but also riches and honour, so that his 
equal was not to be found among all the kings of the earth 
(1 Kings i 1-v. 14); how Solomon then carried out the work 
of building the temple, entrusted to him by his father according 
to the will of the Lord; and how, after it was finished, the Lord 
again assured him of the fulfilment of that promise (ch. v. 15— 
ix. 9); and, lastly, how Solomon, having attained to the highest 
earthly glory, through the completion of the rest of his build- 
ings, through the great renown of his wisdom, which had reached 
to nations afar off, and through his great riches, acquired partly 
by marine commerce and trade, and partly from tributes and 
presents, forgot his God, who had bestowed this glory upon him, 
and in his old age was led astray into unfaithfulness towards 
the Lord through his numerous foreign wives, and had at last 
to listen to this sentence from God: “Because thou hast not 
kept my covenant and my statutes, which I have commanded 
thee, 1 will surely rend the kingdom from thee, and give it to 
thy servant: notwithstanding in thy days I will not do it, for 
David thy father’s sake; but I will rend it out of the hand of 
thy son. Howbeit I will not rend away all thy kingdom; but 
will give one tribe to thy son for David my servant's sake, and 
for Jerusalem’s sake which I have chosen” (ch. ix. 10-xi. 13). 
Thus, because God had promised to the seed of David the 
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eternal possession of the throne (2 Sam. vii. 12 sqq.), one por- 
tion of the kingdom was to be left to the son of Solomon, with 
the chosen city of Jerusalem, and his servant (Jeroboam, ch. xi. 
26—40) was only to obtain dominion over ten tribes. The his- 
torical realization of this prophecy i is shown in the history of the 
two divided kingdoms. 

In the synchronistic account of these kingdoms, according to 
the principle already adopted in the book of Genesis, of dispos- 
ing of the subordmate lines of the patriarchs before proceeding 
with the main line (see Comm. on Pent. vol. i. p. 37), the reigns 
of the kings of Israel are described before those of the contem- 
poraneous kings of Judah, and to some extent in a more ela- 
borate manner. The reason of this, however, is, that the history 
of the kingdom of Israel, in which one dynasty overthrew 
another, whilst all the rulers walked in the sin of Jeroboam, 
and Ahab even added the worship of Baal to that sin, supplied 
the author with more materials for the execution of his plan 
than that of the kingdom of Judah, which had s much quieter 
development under the rule of the house of David, and of which, 
therefore, there was less to relate. Apart from this, all the 
events of the kingdom of Judah which are of any importance 
im relation to the progress of the kingdom of God, are just as 
elaborately described as those connected with the kingdom of 
Israel] ; and the author does equal justice to both kingdoms, show- 
ing how the Lord manifested Himself equally to both, and bore 
with them with divine long-suffering and grace. But the proof 
of this necessarily assumed different forms, according to the 
different attitudes which they assumed towards the Lord. Jero- 
boam, the founder of the kingdom of Israel, when told that he 
would be king over the ten tribes, had received the promise 
that Jehovah would be with him, and build him a lasting house 
as He built for David, and give Israel to him, on condition that 
he would walk in the ways of God (1 Kings xi. 37, 38). This 
implied that his descendants would rule over Israel (of the ten 
tribes) so long as this kingdom should stand; for it was not 
to last for ever, but the separation would come to an end, and 
therefore he is not promised the everlasting continuance of his 
kingdom (see at 1 Kings xi. 38). But Jeroboam did not fulfil 
this condition, nor did any of the rulers of Israel who succeeded 
him. Nevertheless the Lord had patience with the kings and 
tribes who were unfaithful to His law, and not only warned 
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them continually by His prophets, and chastised them by threats 
of punishment and by the fulfilment of those threats upon the 
kings and all the people, but repeatedly manifested His favour 
towards them for the sake of His covenant with Abraham 
(2 Kings xiii. 23), to lead them to repentance—until the time 
of grace: had expired, when the sinful kingdom fell and the ten 
tribes were carried away to Media and Assyria.—In the kingdom 
of David, on the contrary, the succession to the throne was pro- 
mised to the house of David for all time: therefore, although 
the Lord caused those who were rebellious to be chastised by 
hostile nations, yet, for His servant David's sake, He left a light 
shining to the royal house, since He did not punish the kings 
who were addicted to idolatry with the extermination of their 
family (1 Kings xv. 4; 2 Kings viii. 19); and even when the 
wicked Athaliah destroyed all the royal seed, He caused Joash, 
the infant son of Ahaziah, to be saved and raised to the throne 
of his fathers (2 Kings xi.). Consequently this kingdom was 
able to survive that of the ten tribes for an entire period, just 
because it possessed a firm political basis in the uninterrupted 
succession of the Davidic house, as it also possessed a spiritual 
basis of no less firmness in the temple which the Lord had 
sanctified as the place where His name was revealed. After it 
had been brought to the verge of destruction by the godless 
Ahaz, it received in Hezekiah a king who did what was right in 
the eyes of Jehovah, as his father David had done, and in the 
severe oppression which he suffered at the hands of the powerful 
army of the proud Sennacherib, took refuge in the Lord, who 
protected and saved Jerusalem, “for His own and His servant 
David's sake,” at the prayer of the pious king of Jerusalem 
(2 Kings xix. 34, xx. 6). But when at length, throughout 
the long reign of Manasseh the idolater, apostasy and moral 
coiruption prevailed to such an extent in Judah also, that even 
the pious Josiah, with the reformation of religion which he 
carried out with the greatest zeal, could only put down the out- 
ward worship of idols, and was unable to effect any thorough 
conversion of the people to the Lord their God, and the Lord 
as the Holy One of Israel was obliged to declare His purpose 
of rejecting Judah from before His face on account of the sins 
of Manasseh, and to cause that purpose to be executed by 
Nebuchadnezzar (2 Kings xxiii. 26, 27, xxiv. 3, 4); Jehoiachin 
was led away captive to Babylon, and under Zedekiah the 
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kingdom was destroyed with the burning of Jerusalem and the 
temple. Yet the Lord did not suffer the light to be altogether 
extinguished to His servant David; but when Jehoiachin had 
pined in captivity at Babylon for thirty-seven years, expiating 
his own and his fathers’ sins, he was liberated from his captivity 
by Nebuchadnezzar’s son, and raised to honour once more 
(2 Kings xxv. 27-30).—The account of this joyful change in 
the condition of Jehoiachin, with which the books of the Kings 
close, forms so essential a part of their author’s plan, that without 
this information the true conclusion to his: work would be alto- 
gether wanting. For this event shed upon the dark night of the 
captivity the first ray of a better future, which was to dawn 
upon the seed of David, and with it upon the whole nation in 
its eventual redemption from Babylon, and was also a pledge of 
the certain fulfilment of the promise that the Lord would not 
for ever withdraw His favour from the seed of David." 

Thus the books of the Kings bring down the history of the 
Old Testament kingdom of God, according to the divine plan 
of the kingdom indicated in 2 Sam. vii, from the close of 
David’s reign to the captivity ; and the fact that in 1 Kings 
1.1 they are formally attached to the books of Samuel is an 
indication that they are a continuation of those books. Never- 
theless there is.no doubt that they formed from the very first 
a separate work, the independence and internal unity of which 
are apparent from the uniformity of the treatment of the his- 
tory as well as from the unity of the language. .From begin- 
ning to end the author quotes from his original sources, for the 


1 Stahelin makes the following remark in his Einleitung (p. 122): ‘‘ The 
books of the Kings form an antithesis tothe history of David. As the latter 
shows how obedience to God and to the utterances of His prophets is re- 
warded, and how, even when Jehovah is obliged to punish, He makes known 
His grace again in answer to repentance; so do the books of the Kings, 
which relate the overthrow of both the Hebrew states, teach, through the 
history of these two kingdoms, how glorious promises are thrown back and 
dynasties fall in consequence of the conduct of individual men (compare 
1 Kings xi. 38 with xiv. 10, and still more with 2 Kings xxi. 10 sqq. and 
xxiii. 27). The sins of one man like Manasseh are sufficient to neutralize 
all the promises that have been given to the house of David.” There is no 
need to refute this erroneous statement, since it only rests upon a misinter- 
pretation of 2 Kings xxi. 10 sqq., and completely misses the idea which runs 
through both books of the Kings; and, moreover, there is no contradiction 
between the manifestation of divine mercy towards penitent sinners and the 
punishment of men according to their deeds. 
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most part with certain standing formulas; m all important 
events he gives the chronology carefully (1 Kings vi. 1, 37, 38, 
vil. 1, ix. 10, xi 42, xiv. 20, 21, 25, xv. 1, 2, 9, 10, etc); 
he judges the conduct of the kings throughout according to the 
standard of the law of Moses (1 Kings u. 3, i, 14; 2 Kings 
x. 31, xi 12, xiv. 6, xvii 37, xviil 6, xxi 8, xxii 8 sqq., xxiii. 
3, 21, ete.) ; and he nearly always employs the same expressions 
when describing the commencement, the character, and the close 
of each reign, as well as the death and burial of the kings 
(compare 1 Kings xi 43, xiv. 20, 31, xv. 8, 24, xxii 51; 
2 Kings viii 24, mii 9, xiv. 29; and for the characteristics of 
the several kings of Judah, 1 Kings xv. 3,11, xii 43; 2 Kings 
xii. 3, xiv. 3, xv. 3, ete.; and for those of the kings of Israel, 
1 Kings xiv. 8, xv. 26, 34, xvi. 19, 26, 30, xxii. 53; 2 Kings 
iii, 2, 3, x. 29, 31, xiii. 2. 11, etc.). And so, again, the lan- 
guage of the books remains uniform in every part of the work, 
if we except certain variations occasioned by the differences in 
the sources employed ; since we find throughout isolated ex- 
pressions and forms of a later date, and words traceable to the 
Assyrian and Chaldean epoch, such as 15 for "DM in 1 Kings 
v. 2,25; P¥ in 1 Kings xi 33; 3) in 2 Kings xi. 13; nimo 
in 1 Kings xx. 14, 15, 17, 19; 23? in 2 Kings xv. 10; 
oon "wy in 1 Kings xv. 20, 2 Kings xxv. 23, 26; nay 2 
in 2 Kings xxv. 8; 77B in 1 Kings x. 15, xx. 24, 2 Kings 
Xvili. 24; and many others, which do not occur in the earlier 
historical books——The books of the Kings are essentially dis- 
tinguished from the books of Samuel through these characteristic 
peculiarities ; but not so much through the quotations which 
are so prominent in the historical narrative, for these are com- 
mon to all the historical books of the Old Testament, and are 
only more conspicuous in these books, especially in the history 
of the kings of the two kingdoms, because in the case of all 
the kings, even of those in relation to whom there was nothing 
to record of any importance to the kingdom of God except the 
length and general characteristics of their reign, there are notices 
of the writings which contain further mformation concerning 
their reigns —The unity of authorship is therefore generally 
admitted, since, as De Wette himself acknowledges, “you can- 
not anywhere clearly detect the interpolation or combination of 
different accounts.” The direct and indirect contradictions, how- 
ever, which Thenius imagines that he has discovered, prove to 
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be utterly fallacious on a closer inspection of the passages 
cited as proofs, and could only have been obtained through 
miginterpretations occasioned by erroneous assumptions. (See, 
on the other hand, my Lehrbuch der Hinleitung in das A. T. 
p- 184 sqq.) 

All that can be determined with certainty in relation to the 
origin of the books of Kings is, that they were composed in 
the second half of the Babylonian captivity, and before its close, 
since they bring the history down to that time, and yet contain 
no allusion to the deliverance of the people out of Babylon. 
The author was a prophet living in the Babylonian exile, though 
not the prophet Jeremiah, as the earlier theologians down to 
Hiivernick have assumed from the notice m the Talmud (Baba 
bathra, f.15, 1): JSeremias scripsit librum suum et librum Regum 
et Threnos. Yor even apart from the fact that Jeremiah ended 
his days in Egypt, he could hardly have survived the last event 
recorded in our books, namely, the liberation of Jehoiachin from 
prison, and his exaltation to royal honours by Evil-merodach. 
For inasmuch as this event occurred sixty-six years after his 
call to be a prophet, in the thirteenth year of Josiah, he would 
have been eighty-six years old in the thirty-seventh year after 
Jehoiachin had been carried away into exile, even if he had 
commenced his prophetic career when only a young man of 
twenty years of age. Now, even if he had reached this great 
age, he would surely not have composed our books at a later 
period still Moreover, all that has been adduced m support of 
this is seen to be inconclusive on closer inspection. The simi- 
larity in the linguistic character of our books and that of the 
writings of Jeremiah, the sombre view of history which is com- 
mon to the two, the preference apparent in both for phrases 
taken from the Pentateuch, and the allusions to earlier prophe- 
cies,—all these peculiarities may be explained, so far as they 
really exist, partly from the fact that they were written in the 
same age, since all the writers of the time of the captivity and 
afterwards cling very closely to the Pentateuch and frequently 
refer to the law of Moses, and partly also from the circum- 
stance that, whilst Jeremiah was well acquainted with the ori- 
ginal sources of our books, viz the annals of the kingdom of 
Judah, the author of our books was also well acquainted with 
the prophecies of Jeremiah. But the relation between 2 Kings 
xxiv. 18 sqq. and Jer. lii. is not of such a nature, that these 
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two accounts of the destruction of Jerusalem and the carrying 
away of the remnant of the people could have emanated from 
the hand of Jeremiah; on the contrary, a closer inspection clearly 
shows that they are extracts from a more elaborate description 
of this catastrophe (see at 2 Kings xxiv. 18 sqq.). 

As sources from which the author has obtained his accounts, 
there are mentioned, for the history of Solomon, a nbow “127 TBD, 
or book of the acts (affairs) of Solomon (1 Kings xi. 41); for the’ 
history of the kings of Judah, 7h ‘2d0? O'087 33 ID, book of 
the daily occurrences of the kings of Judah (1 Kings xiv. 29, 
xv. 7, 23, xxii. 46; 2 Kings viii. 23, xii. 20, etc.); and for that 
of the kings of Israel, 81 ‘250? DX IT 75D, book of the 
daily occurrences of the kings of Israel (1 Kings xiv. 19, 
xv. 31, xvi 5, 14, 20, 27, xxii 39; 2 Kings i 18). These 
are quoted as writings in which more is written concerning the 
life, the deeds, and the particular undertakings, buildings and 
so forth, of the several kings. The two last-named works were 
evidently general annals of the kingdoms: not, indeed, the 
national archives of the two kingdoms, or official records made 
by the B'"aID of the reigns and acts of the kings, as Jahn, 
Movers, Stahelin, and others suppose; but annals composed by 
prophets, and compiled partly from the public year-books of the 
kingdom or the national archives, and partly from prophetic 
monographs and collections of prophecies, which reached in the 
kingdom of Israel down to the time of Pekah (2 Kings xv. 31), 
and in that of Judah to the time of Jehoiakim (2 Kings xxiv. 
5). Moreover, they were not written successively by different 
prophets, who followed one another, and so carried on the work 
in uninterrupted succession from the rise of the two kingdoms 
to-the death of the two kings mentioned; but they had been 
worked out into a “ Book of the history of the times of the Kings” 
for each of the two kingdoms, a short time before the over- 
throw of the kingdom of Judah, by collecting together the most 
important things that had been written both concerning the 
reigns of the several kings by annalists and other historians who 
were contemporaneous with the events, and also concerning the 
labours of the prophets, which were deeply interwoven with the 
course of public affairs, whether composed by themselves or 
by their contemporaries. And in this finished form they lay 
before the author of our work. This view of the annals of the 
kingdoms of Judah and Israel follows unquestionably from the 
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agreement which exists between our books of the Kings and 
the second book of the Chronicles, in the accounts common to 
both, and which can only be explained from the fact that they 
were drawn from one and the same source. But in the 
Chronicles there are different writings of individual prophets 
quoted, beside the day-books of the kings of Judah and Israel ; 
and it is expressly stated in relation to some of them that they 
were received into the annals of the kings (compare 2 Chron. 
xx. 34 and xxxii. 32, and the Introduction to the books of the 
Chronicles). Moreover, there are no historical traces of public 
annalists to be found in the kingdom of the ten tribes, and their 
existence is by no means probable, on account of the constant 
change of dynasties. The fact, however, that the frequently 
recurring formula “to this day” (1 Kings ix. 13, x. 12; 2 Kings 
ii 22, x. 27, xiv. 7, xvi. 6, [xvii. 23, 34, 41,] xx. 17, xxi 15) 
never refers to the time of the captivity, except in the passages 
enclosed in brackets, but always to the time of the existing 
kingdom of Judah, and that it cannot therefore have emanated 
from the author of our books of the Kings, but can only have 
been taken from the sources employed, is a proof that these 
annals of the kingdom were composed towards the close of the 
kingdom of Judah ; and this is placed beyond all doubt, by the 
fact that this formula is also found in many passages of the 
books of the Chronicles (compare 1 Kings viii. 8 with 2 Chron. 
v. 9; 1 Kings ix. 21 with 2 Chron. viii. 8; 1 Kings xu. 19 
with 2 Chron. x. 19; and 2 Kings vii. 22 with 2 Chron. 
xxi 10).—-In a similar manner to this must we explain the 
origin of the nde “133 BD, since three prophetic writings are 
quoted in 1 Chron. xxix. 29 in connection with Solomon’s 
reign, and their account agrees in all essential points with the 
account in the books of the Kings. Nevertheless this “ history 
of Solomon” never formed a component part of the annals of 
the two kingdoms, and was certainly written much earlier. 
The assumption that there were other sources still, is not only 
sustained by no historical evidence, but has no certain support 
in the character or contents of the writings before us. If the 
annals quoted were works composed by prophets, the elaborate 
accounts of the working of the prophets Elijah and Elisha might 
also have been indluded in them.—Again, in the constant allusion 
to these annals we have a sure pledge of the historical fidelity of 
the accounts that have been taken from them. If in his work 
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the author followed writings which were composed by prophets, 
and also referred his readers to these writings, which were 
known and accessible to his contemporaries, for further infor- 
mation, he must have been conscious of the faithful and con- 
scientious employment of them. And this natural conclusion 
is in harmony with the contents of our books. The life and 
actions of the kings are judged with unfettered candour and 
impartiality, according to the standard of the law of God; and 
there is no more concealment of the idolatry to which the 
highly renowned Solomon was led astray by his foreign wives, 
than of that which was right in the eyes of God, when performed 
by the kings of the ten tribes, which had fallen away from the 
house of David. Even in the case of the greatest prophet of | 
all, namely Elijah, the weakness of his faith in being afraid of 
the vain threats of the wicked Jezebel is related just as openly 
as his courageous resistance, in the strength of the Lord, to 
Ahab and the prophets of Baal—Compare my Linleitung in 
das Alte Test. §§ 56-60, where adverse views are examined 
and the commentaries are also noticed. 


EXPOSITION. 
FIRST BOOK OF THE KINGS. 


aN ead 


I—HISTORY OF SOLOMON’S REIGN. 


CHAPS. 1.—-XI. 


Sa, A VID had not only established the monarchy upon 
a firm basis, but had also exalted the Old Testament 
kingdom of God to such a height of power, that all 
the kingdoms round about were obliged to bow 
before it. This kingdom was transmitted by divine appointment 
to his son Solomon, in whose reign Judah and Israel were as 
numerous as the sand by the sea-shore, and dwelt in security, 
every man under his vine and under his fig-tree (ch. iv. 20, 
v. 5). The history of this reign commences with the account of 
the manner in which Solomon had received the kingdom from 
his father, and had established his own rule by the fulfilment of 
his last will and by strict righteousness (ch. i and ii). Then 
follows in ch. 11.—x. the description of the glory of his kingdom, 
how the Lord, in answer to his prayer at Gibeon, not only gave 
him an understanding heart to judge his people, but also wisdom, 
riches, and honour, so that his equal was not to be found among 
the kings of the earth ; and through his wise rule, more especially 
through the erection of the house of Jehovah and of a splendid 
royal palace, he developed the glory of the kingdom of God to 
such an extent that his fame penetrated to remote nations. 
The conclusion, in ch. xi, consists of the account of Solomon’s 
sin in his old age, viz. his falling into idolatry, whereby he 
brought about the decay of the kingdom, which manifested itself 
during the closing years of his reign in the rising up of oppo- 
nents, and at his death in the falling away of ten tribes from 
his son Rehoboam. But notwithstanding this speedy decay, the 
15 


16 THE FIRST BOOK OF KINGS. 


glory of Solomon’s kingdom is elaborately depicted on account 
of the typical significance which it possessed in relation to the 
kingdom of God. Just as, for example, the successful wars of 
David with all the enemies of Israel were a prelude to the 
eventual victory of the kingdom of God over all the kingdoms 
of this world ; so was the peaceful rule of Solomon to shadow 
forth the glory and blessedness which awaited the people of God, 
after a period of strife and conflict, under the rule of Shiloh the 
Prince of peace, whom Jacob saw in spirit, and who would 
increase government and peace without end upon the throne of 
David and in his kingdom (Isa. ix. 5, 6; Ps. lxxi). 


CHAP. I. ANOINTING AND ACCESSION OF SOLOMON. 


The attempt of Adonijah to seize upon the throne when 
David's strength was failing (vers. 1-10), induced the aged 
king, as soon as it was announced to him by Bathsheba and 
the prophet Nathan, to order Solomon to be anointed king, and 
to have the anointing carried out (vers. 11-40); whereupon 
Adonijah fled to the altar, and received pardon from Solomon 
on condition that he would keep himself quiet (vers. 41-53). 

Vers. 1-4. When king David had become so old that they 
could no longer warm him by covering him with clothes, his 
servants advised him to increase his vitality by lying with a 
young and robust virgin, and selected the beautiful Abishag of 
Shunem to perform this service. This circumstance, which is a 
trivial one in itself, is only mentioned on account of what 
follows,—first, because it shows that David had become too weak 
from age, and too destitute of energy, to be able to carry on the 
government any longer ; and, secondly, because Adonijah the pre- 
tender afterwards forfeited his life through asking for Abishag 
in marriage—The opening of our book, Jom (and the King), 
may be explained from the fact that the account which follows 
has been taken from a writing containing the earlier history 
of David, and that the author of these books retained the Vav 
cop. which he found there, for the purpose of showing at the 
outset that his work was a continuation of the books of Samuel. 
O'S ND Pt as in Josh. xiii. 1, xxiii. 1, Gen. xxiv. 1, ete. 
“ They covered him with clothes, and he did not get warm.” It 
follows from this that the king was bedridden, or at least that 
when lying down he could no longer be kept warm with bed- 
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clothes. 623 does not mean clothes to wear here, but large 
cloths, which were used as bed-clothes, as in 1 Sam. xix. 13 
and Num. iv. 6sqq. Mis used impersonally, and derived from 
oon, cf. Ewald, § 193,6,and 138,6. As David was then in his 
seventieth year, this decrepitude was not the natural result of 
extreme old age, but the consequence of a sickly constitution, 
arising out of the hardships which he had endured in his 
agitated and restless life. The proposal of his servants, to restore 
the vital warmth which he had lost by bringing a virgin to lie 
with him, is recommended as an experiment by Galen (Method. 
medic. viii. 7). And it has been an acknowledged fact with 
physicians of all ages, that departing vitality may be preserved 
and strengthened by communicating the vital warmth of strong 
and youthful persons (compare Trusen, Sitten Gebrduche u. Krank- 
heiten der Hebraer, p. 257 sqq.). The singular suffix in ‘189 is 
to be explained on the ground that one person spoke. nana TW, 
a maid who is a virgin. "BD ‘by, to stand before a person as 
servant = to serve (cf. Deut. i 38 with Ex. xxiv. 13). 33D, an 
attendant or nurse, from }2>=}2¥, to live with a person, then 
to be helpful or useful to him. With the words “ that she may 
lie in thy bosom,” the passage passes, as is frequently the case, 
from the third person to a direct address.—Vers. 3, 4. They then 
looked about for a beautiful girl for this purpose, and found 
Abishag of Shunem, the present Sulem or Solam, at the south- 
eastern foot of the Duhy or Little Hermon (see at Josh. xix. 
18), who became the king’s nurse and waited upon him. . The 
further remark, “and the king knew her not,” is not introduced 
either to indicate the impotence of David or to show that she 
did not become David’s concubine, but simply to explain how 
it was that it could possibly occur to Adonijah (ch. ii. 17) to 
ask for her as his wife. Moreover, the whole affair is to be 
judged according to the circumstances of the times, when there 
was nothing offensive in polygamy. 

Vers. 5-10. Adonijah seized the opportunity of David’s de- 
crepitude to make himself king. Although he was David's 
fourth son (2 Sam. iii. 4), yet after the death of Ammon and 
Absalom he was probably the eldest, as Chileab, David’s second 
son, had most likely died when a child, since he is never men- 
tioned again, -Adonijah therefore thought that he had a claim 
to the throne (cf. ch. ii 15), and wanted to secure it before his 
father’s death. But in Israel, Jehovah, the God-King of His 
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people, had reserved to Himself the choice of the earthly king 
(Deut. xvii. 15), and this right He exercised not only in the 
case of Saul and David, but in that of Solomon also. When 
He gave to David the promise that his seed should rule for ever 
(2 Sam. vii 12—16), He did not ensure the establishment of the 
throne to any one of his existing sons, but to him that would 
come out of his loins (#e. to Solomon, who was not yet born) ; 
and after his birth He designated him through the prophet 
Nathan as the beloved of Jehovah (2 Sam. xii 24,25). David 
discerned from this that the Lord had chosen Solomon to be his 
successor, and he gave to Bathsheba a promise on oath that 
Solomon should sit upon the throne (vers. 13 and 30). This 
promise was also acknowledged in the presence of Nathan (vers. 
11 sqq.), and certainly came to Adonijah’s ears, Adonijah said, 
“‘T will be king,” and procured chariots and horsemen and fifty 
runners, as Absalom had done before (2 Sam. xv. 1). 257, in a 
collective sense, does not mean fighting or war chariots, but state 
carriages, like 722790 in 2 Sam. xv. 1; and OB are neither riding 
nor carriage horses, but riders to form an escort whenever he drove 
out.—Ver. 6. “ And (=for) his father had never troubled him in 
his life ("°), a debus gus, 2.e. his whole life long), saying, Why 
hast thou done this?” Such weak oversight on the part of his 
father encouraged him to make the present attempt. Moreover, 
he “ was very beautiful,” like Absalom (see at 2 Sam. xiv. 25), 
and born after Absalom, so that after his death he appeared to 
have the nearest claim to the throne. The subject to m9? is left 
indefinite, because it is implied in the idea of the verb itself: 
“she bare,” «ec. his mother, as in Num. xxvi. 59 (vid. Ewald, 
§ 294, 6). There was no reason for mentioning the mother 
expressly by name, as there was nothing depending upon the 
name here, and it had already been given in ver. 5.—Ver. 7. 
He conferred (for the expression, compare 2 Sam. iii 17) 
with Joab and Abiathar the priest, who supported him. ‘TY 
‘B “INK, to lend a helping hand to a person, te. to support him 
by either actually joining him or taking his part. Joab joined 
the pretender, because he had fallen out with David for a con- 
siderable time (cf. ii. 5, 6), and hoped to secure his influence 
with the new king if he helped him to obtain possession of the 
throne. But what induced Abiathar the high priest (see at 
2 Sam. viii. 17) to join in conspiracy with Adonijah, we do not 
know. Possibly jealousy of Zadok, and the fear that under 
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Solomon he might be thrown still more into the shade. For 
although Zadok was only high priest at the tabernacle at Gibeon, 
he appears to have taken the lead; as we may infer from the 
fact that he is always mentioned before Abiathar (cf. 2 Sam. 
viii. 17, xx. 25, and xv. 24 sqq.). For we cannot imagine that 
Joab and Abiathar had supported Adonijah as having right on 
his side (Thenius), for the simple reason that Joab did not 
trouble himself about’ right, and for his own part shrank from 
no crime, when he thought that he had lost favour with the 
king.—-Ver. 8. If Adonijah had powerful supporters in Joab the 
commander-in-chief and the high priest Abiathar, the rest of 
the leading officers of state, viz. Zadok the high priest (see at 
2 Sam. viii 17), Benaiah, captain of the king’s body-guard (see 
at 2 Sam vill. 18 and xxiii 20, 21), the prophet Nathan, 
Shimei (probably the son of Elah mentioned in ch. iv. 18), 
and Rei (unknown), and the Gibborim of David (see at 2 Sam. 
xxii 8 sqq.), were not with him—vVers. 9 sqq. Adonijah com- 
menced his usurpation, like Absalom (2 Sam. xv. 2), with a solemn 
sacrificial meal, at which he was proclaimed king, “at the stone 
of Zocheleth by the side of the fountain of Rogel,” ze. the spy’s 
fountain, or, according to the Chaldee and Syriac, the fuller’s foun- 
tain, the present fountain of Job or Nehemiah, below the junc- 
tion of the valley of Hinnom with the valley of Jehoshaphat (see 
at 2 Sam. vii. 17 and Josh. xv. 7). E. G. Schultz (Jerusalem, 
eine Vorlesung, p. '79) supposes the stone or rock of Zocheleth to 
be “the steep, rocky corner of the southern slope of the valley 
of Hinnom, which casts so deep a shade.” “This neighbour- 
hood (Wady el Rubdd) is still a place of recreation for the in- 
habitants of Jerusalem.” To this festal meal Adonijah invited 
all his brethren except Solomon, and “all the men of Judah, the 
king’s servants,” t.e. all the Judgzans who were in the king’s ser- 
Vice, 4.6. were serving at court as being members of his own 
tribe, with the exception of Nathan the prophet, Benaiah, and’ 
the Gibborim. The fact that Solomon and the others men- 
tioned were not included in the invitation, showed very clearly 
that Adonijah was informed of Solomon’s election as successor 
to the throne, and was also aware of the feelings of Nathan and 
Benaiah. : | 

Vers. 11-31. Adonijah’s attempt was frustrated by the vigi- 
lance of the prophet Nathan.—vVers. 11 sqq. Nathan informed 
Solomon’s mother, Bathsheba (see at 2 Sam. xi. 3), that Adonijah 
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was making himself king (79) '2, that he had become [as good 
as] king: Thenius), and advised her, in order to save her life and 
that of her son Solomon (‘8?70}, and save = so that thou mayest 
save; cf. Ewald, § 347, a), to go to the king and remind him of 
his promise on oath, that her son Solomon should be king after 
him, and to inquire why Adonijah had become king. If Adonijah 
had really got possession of the throne, he would probably have 
put Solomon and his mother out of the way, according to the 
barbarous custom of the East, as his political opponents.—Ver. 14. 
While she was still talking to the king, he (Nathan) would come 
in after her and confirm her words, 137 dD, to make a word 
full, ze. not to supply what is wanting, but to make full, like 
mAnpoouy, either to fill by accomplishing, or (as in this case) to 
confirm it by similar assertion.—Vers. 15-21. Bathsheba fol- 
lowed this advice, and went to the king into the inner chamber 
(771N7), since the very aged king, who was waited upon by 
Abishag, could not leave his room (MO for NNW»; cf. Ewald, 
§ 188,45, p. 490), and, bowing low before him, communicated to 
him what Adonijah had taken in hand in opposition to his will 
and without his knowledge. The second 7A} is not to be altered 
into TAN), inasmuch as it is supported by the oldest codices and 
the Masora,’ although about two hundred codd. contain the 
latter reading. The repetition of "7M (“ And now, behold, Ado- 
nijah has become king; and xow, my lord king, thou knowest 
it not”) may be explained from the energy with which Bath- 
sheba speaks, ‘ “And Solomon thy servant he hath not invited ” 
(ver. 19). Bathsheba added this, not because she felt herself 
injured, but as a sign of Adonijah’s feelings towards Solomon, 
which showed that he had reason to fear the worst if Adonijah 
should succeed in his usurpation of the throne. In ver. 20, 
again, many codd. have “MY in the place of TAX); and Thenius, . 
after his usual fashion, pronounces the former the “ only correct” 
reading, because it is apparently a better one. But here also 
the appearance is deceptive. The antithesis to what Adonijah 
has already done is brought out quite suitably by 7A): Adonijah 
has made himself king, etc.; but thou my lord king must decide 
in the matter. “The eyes of all Israel are turned towards thee, 


1 Kimchi says: ‘‘ Plures scribe errant in hoc verbo, scribentes HMN\ cum Aleph, 
quia sensui hoc conformius est; sed constat nobis ex correctis MSS. et masora, 
scribendum esse AMY cum Ain.” Hence both Norzi and Bruns have taken 
mnjn under their protection. Compare de Rossi, variz lectt. ad h. l. 
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to tell them who (whether Adonijah or Solomon) is to sit upon 
the throne after thee.” “The decision of this question is in thy 
hand, for the people have not yet attached themselves to Ado- 
nijah, but are looking to thee, to see what thou wilt do; and they 
will follow thy judgment, if thou only hastenest to make Solo- 
mon king.”——Seb. Schmidt. To secure this decision, Bathsheba 
refers again, in ver. 21, to the fate which would await both her- 
self and her son Solomon after the death of the king. They 
would be O°NSN, 2c. guilty of a capital crime. “ We should be 
punished as though guilty of high treason” (Clericus).—Vers. 
22 sqq. While Bathsheba was still speaking, Nathan came. 
When he was announced to the king, Bathsheba retired, just as 
afterwards Nathan went away when the king had Bathsheba 
called in again (cf. ver. 28 with ver. 32). This was done, not 
to avoid the appearance of a mutual arrangement (Cler., Then., 
etc.), but for reasons of propriety, inasmuch as, in audiences 
granted by the king to his wife or one of his counsellors, no 
third person ought to be present unless the king required his 
attendance. Nathan confirmed Bathsheba’s statement, com- 
mencing thus: “ My lord king, thou hast really said, Adonijah 
shall be king after me . . .? for he has gone down to-day, and 
has prepared a feast, .. . and they are eating and drinking 
before him, and saying, Long live king Adonijah!” And he 
then closed by asking, “ Has this taken place on the part of my 
lord the king, and thou hast not shown thy servants (Nathan, 
Zadok, Benaiah, and Solomon) who is to sit upon the throne of 
my lord the king after him?” The indirect question intro- 
duced with O&€ is not merely an expression of modesty, but also 
of doubt, whether what had occurred had emanated from the 
king and he had not shown it to his servants—Vers. 28-30. 
The king then sent for Bathsheba again, and gave her this pro- 
mise on oath: “ As truly as Jehovah liveth, who hath redeemed 
my soul out of all distress (as in 2 Sam. iv. 9), yea, as I swore 
to thee by Jehovah, the God of Israel, saying, Solomon thy son 
shall be king after me, . ... yea, so shall I do this day.” The 
first and third ‘3 serve to give emphasis to the assertion, like 
smo, yea (cf. Ewald, § 330, 5). The second merely serves 
as an introduction to the words.—Ver. 31. Bathsheba then 
left the king with the deepest prostration and the utterance of 
a blessing, as an expression of her inmost gratitude. The 
benedictory’ formula, “ May the king live for ever,’ was only 
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used by the Israelites on occasions of special importance ; 
whereas the Babylonians and ancient Persians constantly ad- 
dressed their kings in this way (cf Dan. iz 4, iii, 9, v. 10, vi 
22; Neh u. 3. <Aeliant var. hist.i1. 32, and Curtius de gestis 
Alez. vi. 5). 

Vers. 32—40. David then sent for Zadok, Nathan, and Be- 
naiah, and directed them to fetch the servants of their lord 
(BIN, a pluralis majestatis, referring to David alone), and to 
conduct Solomon to Gihon riding upon the royal mule, and 
there to anoint him and solemnly proclaim him king. The 
servants of your lord (02°18 “I3Y) are the Crethi and Plethi, and 
not the Gibborim also (Thenius), as ver. 38 clearly shows, where 
we find that these alone went down with him to Gihon as the 
royal body-guard. °? WX 7MBT->y, upon the mule which belongs 
to me, te upon my (the king’s) mule. When the king let any 
one ride upon the animal on which he generally rode himself, 
this was a sign that he was his successor upon the throne 
Among the ancient Persians riding upon the king’s horse was a 
public honour, which the king conferred upon persons of great 
merit in the eyes of all the people (cf. Esth. vi. 8, 9). iT8, the 
female mule, which in Kahira is still preferred to the male for 
riding (see Rosenmiiller, 6:1. Althk. iv. 2, p. 56). Gihon (fina) 
was the name given, according to 2 Chron. xxxii. 30 and xxxiii. 
14, to a spring on the western side of Zion, which supplied two 
basins or pools, viz. the upper watercourse of Gihon (2 Chron. 
xxxiL 30) or upper pool (2 Kings xviii. 17; Isa. vii. 3, xxxvi. 
2), and the lower pool (Isa. xxii. 9). The upper Gihon still 
exists as a large reservoir built up with hewn stones, though 
somewhat fallen to decay, which is called by the monks Gihon, 
by the natives Birket el Mamuilla, about 700 yards W.N.W. 
from the Joppa gate, in the basin which opens into the valley 
of Hinnom. The lower pool is probably the present Birket es 
Sultan, on the south-western side of Zion (see Robinson, Pales- 
tine, i. p. 485 sqq., 512 sqq., and Biblical Researches, p. 142 
sqq.). The valley between the two was certainly the place 
where Solomon was anointed, as it is not stated that this took 
place at the fountain of Gihon. And even the expression DATIIN 
fina Sy ink (take him down to Gihon) agrees with this. For if 
you go from Zion to Gihon towards the west, you first of all 
have to descend a slope, and then ascend by a gradual rise ; 
and this slope was probably a more considerable one in ancient 
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times (Rob. Pal. i. p. 514, note).'—-Ver. 34. The blowing of the 
trumpet and the cry “ Long live the king” (cf. 1 Sam. x 24) 
were to serve as a solemn proclamation after the anointing had 
taken place—-Ver. 35. After the anointing they were to conduct 
Solomon up to Zion again; Solomon was then to ascend the 
throne, as David was about to appoint him prince over Israel 
and Judah in his own stead. Both the anointing and the ap- 
pointment of Solomon as prince over the whole of the covenant 
nation were necessary, because the succession to the throne had 
been rendered doubtful through Adonijah’s attempt, and the aged 
king was still alive. In cases where there was no question, 
and the son followed the father after his death, the unanimous 
opinion of the Rabbins is, that there was no anointing at all 
Israel and Judah are mentioned, because David had been the 
first to unite all the tribes under his sceptre, and after the 
death of Solomon Israel fell away from the house of David.— 
Vers. 36, 37. Benaiah responded to the utterance of the royal 
will with a confirmatory “ Amen, thus saith Jehovah the God 
of my lord the king ;” ze. may the word of the king become a 
word of Jehovah his God, who fulfils what He promises (Ps. 
xxxili 9); and added the pious wish, “ May Jehovah be with 
Solomon, as He was with David, and glorify his throne above 
the throne of David,”—a wish which was not merely “ flattery 
of his paternal vanity” (Thenius), but which had in view the 
prosperity of the monarchy, and was also fulfilled by God (cf. 
iii. 11 sqq.)—Vers. 38-40. The anointing of Solomon was 
carried out immediately, as the king had commanded. On the 
Cretht and Pletht see at 2 Sam. viii 18. “ The oil-horn out of 
the tent” (i.e a vessel made of horn and containing oil) was no 
doubt one which held the holy anointing oil, with which the 
priests and the vessels of the sanctuary were anointed (see Ex. 
xxx. 22 sqq.). The tent (orien), however, is not the tabernacle 


1 The conjecture of Thenius, that sin3 should be altered into fiyas, is 


hardly worth mentioning ; for, apart from the fact that all the ancient versions 
confirm the corectness of fina, the objections which Thenius brings against it 


amount to mere conjectures or groundless assumptions, such as that Zadok 
took the oil-horn out of the tabernacle at Gibeon, which is not stated in 
ver. 39. Moreover, Gibeon was a three hours’ journey from Jerusalem, 80 
that it would have been absolutely impossible for the anointing, which was 
not commanded by David till after Adonijah’s feast had commenced, to be 
finished so quickly that the procession could return to Jerusalem before it was 
ended, as is distinctly recorded in ver. 41. 
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at Gibeon, but the tent set up by David for the ark-of the 
covenant upon Mount Zion (2 Sam. vi. 17). For even though 
Zadok was appointed high priest at the tabernacle at Gibeon, 
and Abiathar, who held with Adonijah, at the ark of the cove- 
nant, the two high priests were not so unfriendly towards one 
another, that Zadok could not have obtained admission to the 
ark of the covenant in Abiathar’s absence to fetch away the 
anointing oil—vVer. 40. All the people, 2. the crowd which 
was present at the anointing, went up after him, ze. accom- 
panied Solomon to the citadel of Zion, with flutes and loud 
acclamation, so that the earth nearly burst with their shouting. 
ypan, “to burst in pieces” (as in 2 Chron. xxv. 12), is a hyper- 
bolical expression for quaking. 

Vers. 41-53. The noise of this shouting reached the ears of 
Adonijah and his guests, when the feast was just drawing to a 
close. The music, therefore, and the joyful acclamations of the 
people must have been heard as far off as the fountain of Rogel. 
When Joab observed the sound of the trumpet, knowing what 
these tones must signify, he asked “ wherefore the sound of the 
city in an uproar” (7.¢. what does it mean)? At that moment 
Jonathan the son of Abiathar arrived (see 2 Sam. xv. 27, xvii. 17 
sqq.). Adonijah called out to him: “Come, for thou art a brave 
man and bringest good tidings;” suppressing all anxiety with 
these words, as he knew his father’s will with regard to the suc- 
cession to the throne, and the powerful and influential friends of 
Solomon (see vers. 5, 19, 26).—-Vers. 43 sqq. Jonathan replied : 
bak, “yea but,” corresponding to the Latin imo vero, an expression 
of assurance with a slight doubt, and then related that Solomon 
had been anointed king by David’s command, and the city was in 
a joyous state of excitement in consequence (O07 as in Ruth 
i 19), and that he had even ascended the throne, that the 
servants of the king had blessed David for it, and that David 
himself had worshipped and praised Jehovah the God of Israel 
that he had lived to see his son ascend the throne. The repeti- 
tion of 02) three times (vers. 46—48) gives emphasis to the words, 
since every new point which is introduced with 02) raises the 
thing higher and higher towards absolute certainty. The fact re- 
lated in ver. 47 refers to the words of Benaiah in vers. 36 and 37. 
The Chethib J8 is the correct reading, and the Keri DDN an 


unnecessary emendation. The prayer to God, with thanksgiving 
for the favour granted to him, was offered by David after the 
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return of his anointed son Solomon to the royal palace ; so that 
it ought strictly to have been mentioned after ver. 40. The 
worship of the grey-headed David upon the bed recalls to mind 
the worship of the patriarch Jacob after making known his last 
will (Gen. xlvii. 31).—-Vers. 49, 50. The news spread terror. 
All the guests of Adonijah fled, every man his way. Adonijah 
himself sought refuge from Solomon at the horns of the altar. 
The altar was regarded from time immemorial and among all 
nations as a place of refuge for criminals deserving of death; 
but, according to Ex. xxi. 14, in Israel it was only allowed to 
afford protection in cases of unintentional slaying, and for these 
special cities of refuge were afterwards provided (Num. xxxv.). 
In the horns of the altar, as symbols of power and strength, 
there was concentrated the true significance of the altat as a 
divine place, from which there emanated both life and health 
(see at Ex. xxvii. 19). By grasping the horns of the altar the 
culprit placed himself under the protection of the saving and 
helping grace of God, which wipes away sin, and thereby abolishes 
punishment (see Bahr, Symbolik des Mos. Cult. i. p. 474). The 
question to what altar Adonijah fled, whether to the altar at the 
ark of the covenant in Zion, or to the one at the tabernacle at 
Gibeon, or to the one built by David on the threshing-floor of 
Araunah, cannot be determined with certainty. It was probably 
to the first of these, however, as nothing is said about a flight to 
Gibeon, and with regard to the altar of Araunah it is not certain 
that it was provided with horns like the altars of the two sanc- 
tuaries.—Vers. 51,52. When this was reported to Solomon, to- 
gether with the prayer of Adonijah that the king would swear 
to him that he would not put him to death with the sword (OX 
before MD‘, a particle used in an oath), he promised him con- 
ditional impunity: “If he shall be brave Crna, vir probus), none 
of his hair shall fall to the earth,” equivalent to not a hair of his 
head shall be injured (cf. 1 Sam. xiv. 45); “ but if evil be found 
in him,” «we. if he render himself guilty of a fresh crime, “ he 
shall die.’—Ver. 53. He then had him fetched down from the 
altar (1710, inasmuch as the altar stood upon an eminence) ; and 
when he fell down before the king, ze. did homage to him as 
king, he gave him his life and freedom in the words, “Go to thy 
house.” The expression 43. 1? does not imply his banishment 
from the court (compare ch. ii. 13 and 2 Sam. xiv. 24). Solomon 
did not wish to commence his own ascent of the throne by 
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infliction of punishment, and therefore presented the usurper 
with his life on the condition that he kept himself quiet. 


CHAP. II. DAVID’S LAST INSTRUCTIONS AND DEATH. SOLOMON 
ASCENDS THE THRONE AND FORTIFIES HIS GOVERNMENT. 


The anointing of Solomon as king, which was effected by 
David’s command (ch. i), is only briefly mentioned in 1 Chron. 
xxiii, 1 in the words, “When David was,old and full of days, 
he made his son Solomon king over Israel ;” which serve as an 
introduction to the account of the arrangements made by David 
during the closing days of his life. After these arrangements 
have been described, there follow in 1 Chron. xxviii. and xxix. 
his last instructions and his death. The aged king gathered 
together the tribe-princes and the rest of the dignitaries and 
superior officers to a diet at Jerusalem, and having introduced 
Solomon to them as the successor chosen by God, exhorted 
them to keep the commandments of God, and urged upon Solo- 
mon and the whole assembly the building of the temple, gave 
his son the model of the temple and all the materials which he 
had collected towards its erection, called upon the great men of 
the kingdom to contribute to this work, which they willingly 
agreed to, and closed this last act of his reign with praise and 
thanksgiving to God and a great sacrificial festival, at which 
the assembled states of the realm made Solomon king a second 
time, and anointed him prince in the presence of Jehovah 
(1 Chron. xxix. 22).—A repetition of the anointing of the new 
king at the instigation of the states of the realm, accompanied 
by their solemn homage, had also taken place in the case of 
both Saul (1 Sam. xi) and David (2 Sam. ii 4 and v. 3), and 
appears to have been an essential requirement to secure the 
general recognition of the king on the part of the nation, at any 
rate in those cases in which the succession to the throne was 
not undisputed. In order, therefore, to preclude any rebellion 
after his death, David summoned this national assembly again 
after Solomon’s first anointing and ascent of the throne, that the 
representatives of the whole nation might pay the requisite 
homage to king Solomon, who had been installed as his suc- 
cessor according to the will of God.—To this national assembly, 
which is only reported in the Chronicles, there are appended the 
last instructions which David gave, according to vers. 1—9 of our 
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chapter, to his successor Solomon immediately before his death. 
Just as in the Chronicles, according to the peculiar plan of that 
work, there is no detailed description of the installation of 
David on the throne; so here the author of our books has 
omitted the account of this national diet, and the homage paid 
by the estates of the realm to the new king, as not being 
required by the purpose of his work, and has communicated the 
last personal admonitions and instructions of the dying king 
David instead." | 


Vers. 1-11. Davin’s Last INsTRUCTIONS AND DEATH.—Vers. 
1-4. When David saw that his life was drawing to a close, he 
first of all admonished his son Solomon to be valiant in the ob- 
servance of the commandments of God. “I go the way of all 
the world” (as in Josh. xxiii 14), i.e the way of death; “be 
strong and be a man,’—not “bear my departure bravely,” as 
Thenius supposes, but prove thyself brave (cf. 1 Sam. iv. 9) to 
keep the commandments of the Lord. Just as in 1 Sam iv. 9 
the object in which the bravery is to show itself is appended 
simply by the copula Vdv; so. is it here also with ‘In MDewM. 
The phrase ‘* MpHvN-NN DY, to keep the keeping of Jehovah, 
which so frequently occurs in the Thorah, 2.e. to observe or obey 
whatever is to be observed in relation to Jehovah (cf. Gen. xxvi. 
5, Lev. viii. 35, xvi 30, etc.), always receives its more pre- 
cise definition from the context, and is used here, as in Gen. 
xxv 5, to denote obedience to the law of God in all its extent, 
or, according to the first definition, to walk in the ways of Jeho- 
vah. This is afterwards more fully expanded in the expression 
‘a enpn "bY?, to keep the ordinances, commandments, rights, and 


1To refute the assertion of De Wette, Gramberg, and Thenius, that this 
account of the Chronicles arises from a free mode of dealing with the history, 
and an intention to suppress everything that did not contribute to the honour 
of David and his house,—an assertion which can only be attributed to their 
completely overlooking, not to say studiously ignoring, the different plans of 
the two works (the books of Kings on the one hand, and those of Chronicles 
on the other),—it will be sufficient to quote the unprejudiced and thoughtful 
decision of Bertheau, who says, in his Comm. on 1 Chron. xxiii. 1: ‘‘ These 
few words (1 Chron. xxiii. 1) give in a condensed form the substance of the 
account in 1 Kingsi., which is intimately bound up with the account of the 
family affairs of David in the books of Samuel and Kings, and therefore, 
according to the whole plan of our historical work, would have been out of 
place in the Chronicles.” 
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testimonies of Jehovah. These four words were applied to the 
different precepts of the law, the first three of which are“con- 
nected together in Gen. xxvi. 5, Deut. v. 28, viii 11, and served 
to individualize the rich and manifold substance of the demands 
of the Lord to His people as laid down in the Thorah. jo? 
>2¢n, that thou mayest act wisely and execute well, as in Deut. 
xxix. 8, Josh: ii. 7.—Ver. 4. Solomon would then experience 
still further this blessing of walking in the ways of the Lord, 
since the Lord would fulfil to him His promise of the everlast- 
ing possession of the throne. ‘13 D'p* woo is grammatically sub- 
ordinate to o20A pod in ver. 3. The word which Jehovah has 
spoken concerning David (oy 13") 1s the promise in 2 Sam. vii. 
12 sqq., the substance of which is quoted here by David with 
a negative turn, ‘1 N73" xd and with express allusion to the 
condition on which God would assuredly fulfil His promise, 
viz. if the descendants of David preserve their ways, to walk 
ova)... 0°53. For the fact itself see Deut. v. 5, xi 13, 18. 
The formula ‘0 N73" 89 is formed after 1 Sam. ii. 33 (compare 
also 2 Sam. 11. 29 and Josh. ix. 23). “There shall not be cut 
off to thee a man from upon the throne of Israel,” ze. there shall 
never be wanting to thee a descendant to take the throne; in 
other words, the sovereignty shall always remain in thy family. 
This promise, which reads thus in 2 Sam. vii. 16, “Thy house 
and thy kingdom shall be continual for ever before thee, and 
thy throne stand fast for ever,’ and which was confirmed to 
Solomon by the Lord Himself after his prayer at the consecra- 
tion of the temple (ch. viii. 25, ix. 5), is not to be understood 
as implying that no king of the Davidic house would be thrust 
away from the throne, but simply affirms that the posterity of 
David was not to be cut off, so as to leave no offshoot which 
could take possession of the throne. Its ultimate fulfilment it 
received in Christ (see at 2 Sam. vii 12 sqq.). The second 
bx? in ver. 4 is not to be erased as suspicious, as being merely 
@ repetition of the first in consequence of the long conditional 
clause, even though it is wanting in the Vulgate, the Arabic, and 
a Hebrew codex. 

After a general admonition David communicated to his suc- 
cessor a few more special instructions ; viz., first of all (vers. 5, 6), 
to punish Joab for his wickedness. “ What Joab did to me:”— 
of this David mentions only the two principal crimes of Joab, 


CHAP. IL 1-11. 29 


by which he had already twice deserved death, namely, his kill- 
ing the two generals, Abner (2 Sam. ili. 27) and Amasa the son 
of Jether (2 Sam. xx. 10). The name 1M is written 807’ in 
2 Sam. xvii. 25. Joab had murdered both of them out of 
jealousy in a treacherous and malicious manner; and thereby he 
had not only grievously displeased David and bidden defiance 
to his royal authority, but by the murder of Abner had exposed 
the king to the suspicion in the eyes of the people of having 
instigated the crime (see at 2 Sam. iii. 28, 37). ‘D ‘D7 Dw, 
“and he made war-blood in peace,” 2.¢. he shed in the time of 
peace blood that ought only to flow in war (0'Y in the sense of 
making, as in Deut. xiv. 1, Ex. x. 2, etc.), “and brought war- 
blood upon his girdle which was about his loins, and upon his 
shoes under his feet,” sc. in the time of peace. This was the 
crime therefore: that Joab had murdered the two generals in a 
time of peace, as one ought only to slay his opponent in time of 
war. Girdle and shoes, the principal features in oriental attire 
when a man js preparing himself for any business, were covered 
with blood, since Joab, while saluting them, had treacherously 
stabbed both of them with the sword. David ought to have 
punished these two crimes; but when Abner was murdered, he 
felt himself too weak to visit a man like Joab with the punish- 
ment he deserved, as he had only just been anointed king, and 
consequently he did nothing more than invoke divine retribution 
upon his head (2 Sam. iii. 29). And when Amasa was slain, 
the rebellions of Absalom and Sheba had crippled the power of 
David too much, for him to visit the deed with the punishment 
that was due. But as king of the nation of God, it was not 
right for him to allow such crimes to pass unpunished: he 
therefore transferred the punishment, for which he had wanted 
the requisite power, to his son and successor.—Ver. 6. “Do 
according to thy wisdom (“mark the proper opportunity of 
punishing him”—-Seb. Schmidt), and let not his grey hair go 
down into hell (the region of the dead) in peace (2.e. unpunished).” 
The punishment of so powerful a man as Joab the commander- 
in-chief was, required great wisdom, to avoid occasioning a re- 
bellion in the army, which was devoted to him.—vVer. 7. If the 
demands of justice required that Joab should be punished, the 
duty of gratitude was no less holy to the dying king. And 
Soldmon was to show this to the sons of Barzillaz the Gileadite, 
and make them companions of his table; because Barzillai had 
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supplied David with provisions on his flight from Absalom 
(2 Sam. xvii. 27 sqq., xix. 32 sqq.). pnw oDkB wn, “let 
them be among those eating of thy table;” +e. not, “let them 
draw their food from the royal table,’—for there was no par- 
ticular distinction in this, as all the royal attendants at the court 
received their food from the royal kitchen, as an equivalent for 
the pay that was owing,— but, “ let them join in the meals at 
the royal table.” The fact that in 2 Sam. ix. 10,11, 13, we 
have nowrap D3 to express this, makes no material difference. 
According to 2 Sam. xix. 38, Barzillai had, it is true, allowed 
only one son to follow the king to his court. “ Forso they drew 
near to me,” z.e. they showed the kindness to me of supplying 
me with food; compare 2 Sam. xvii. 27, where Barzillai alone 
is named, though, as he was a man of eighty years old, he was 
certainly supported by his sons——vVer. 8. On the other hand, 
Shimei the Benjamite had shown great hostility to David (cf. 
2 Sam, xvi 5-8). He had cursed him with a vehement 
curse as he fled from Absalom (¥15), vehement, violent, not ill, 
hetllos, from the primary meaning to be sick or ill, as Thenius 
supposes, since it cannot be shown that 7 has any such mean- 
ing); and when David returned to Jerusalem and Shimei fell 
at his feet, he had promised to spare his life, because he did not 
want to mar the joy at his reinstatement in his kingdom by an 
act of punishment (2 Sam. xix. 19-24), and therefore had per- 
sonally forgiven him. But the insult which Shimei had offered 
in his person to the anointed of the Lord, as king and represen- 
tative of the rights of God, he could not forgive. The instruction 
given to his successor (BIA, let him not be guiltless) did not 
spring from personal revenge, but was the duty of the king as 
judge and administrator of the divine right.’ It follows from the 
expression 7, with thee, ze. in thy neighbourhood, that Shimet 
was living at that time in Jerusalem (cf. ver. 36).—-Vers. 10, 11. 
After these instructions David died, and was buried in the 


1 &¢ Shimei is and remains rather a proof of David's magnanimity than of ven- 
geance. It was not a little thing to tolerate the miscreant in his immediate 
neighbourhood for his whole life long (not even banishment being thought of). 
And if under the following reign also he had been allowed to end his days in 
peace (which had never been promised him), this would have been a kindness 
which would have furnished an example of unpunished crimes that might 
easily have been abused.” This is the verdict of J. J. Hess in his Geschichte 


Davids, ii. p. 221. 
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city of David, ze upon Mount Zion, where the sepulchre of 
David still existed in the time of Christ (Acts ii, 29).1 On the 
length of his reign see 2 Sam. v. 5. 


Vers. 12-46. ACCESSION oF SOLOMON AND ESTABLISHMENT 
OF HIS GOVERNMENT.—Ver. 12 is a heading embracing the sub- 
stance of what follows, and is more fully expanded in 1 Chron. 
xxix. 23-25. Solomon established his monarchy first of all by 
punishing the rebels, Adonijah (vers. 13-25) and his adherents 
(vers. 26-35), and by carrying out the final instructions of his 
father (vers. 36—46). | 

Vers. 13-25. Adoniyah forfeits his life—Vers. 13-18. Adoni- 
jah came to Bathsheba with the request that she would apply to 
king Solomon to give him Abishag of Shunem as his wife. Bath- 
sheba asked him, “Is peace thy coming ?” 4.e. comest thou with 
a peaceable intention? (as in 1 Sam. xvi 4), because after what 
had occurred (ch. i 5 sqq.) she suspected an evil intention. He 
introduced his petition with these words: “Thou knowest that 
the kingdom was mine, and all Israel had set its face upon me 
that I should be king, then the kingdom turned about and became 
my brother's ; for it became his from the Lord.” The throne was 
his, not because he had usurped it, but because it belonged to him 
as the eldest son at that time, according to the right of primo- 
geniture. Moreover it might have been the case that many of 
the people wished him to be king, and the fact that he had found 
adherents in Joab, Abiathar, and others, confirms this; but his 
assertion, that all Israel had set its eyes upon him as the future 
king, went beyond the bounds of truth. At the same time, he 
knew how to cover over the dangerous sentiment implied in his 
words in a very skilful manner by adding the further remark, 
that the transfer of the kingdom to his brother had come from 
Jehovah ; so that Bathsheba did not detect the artifice, and pro- 


1 The situation of the tombs of the kings of Judah upon Zion, Thenius has 
attempted to trace minutely in a separate article in Ilgen’s Zeitschrift fur die 
histor. Theol. 1844, i. p. 1 sqq., and more especially to show that the entrance 
to these tombs must have been on the eastern slope of Mount Zion, which falls 
into the valley of Tyropaon, and obliquely opposite to the spring of Siloah, 
This is in harmony with the statement of Theodoret, (quest. 6 in iii. Reg.), to 
the effect that Josephus says, ro 38 price (rig ras) rapa rey Ssrocge clvces 
Garposcdis toy TO ox Hpece, xl ray BaoirAsxyy Snrovy woavrédgiay; although this 
statement does not occur in any passage of his works as they have come down 
to us. 
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mised to fulfil his request (vers. 16 sqq.) to intercede with 
king Solomon for Abishag to be given him to wife. "ION 
‘IBN, “do not turn back my face,” 2¢ do not refuse my 
request.—Ver. 19. When Bathsheba came to Solomon, he re- 
ceived her with the reverence due to the queen-mother: “ he rose 
up to meet her” (a pregnant expression for “ he rose up and went to 
meet her”), made a low bow, then sat upon his throne again, and 
bade her sit upon a throne at his right hand. The seat at the 
right hand of the king was the place of honour among the Israel- 
ites (cf. Ps. cx. 1), also with the ancient Arabian kings (cf. Eich- 
horn, Monumenta Antig. Hist. Arab. p. 220), as well as among the 
Greeks and Romans.—Vers. 20 sqq. To her request, “ Let Abi- 
shag of Shunem be given to Adonijah thy brother for a wife” 
(M8 1A, cf. Ges. § 143, 1, a), which she regarded in her womanly 
simplicity as a very small one (30), he replied with indignation, 
detecting at once the intrigues of Adonijah: “And why dost thou 
ask Abishag of Shunem for Adonijah? ask for him the kingdom, 
for he is my elder brother; and indeed for him, and for Abiathar 
the priest, and for Joab the son of Zeruiah.” The repetition of p 
in 1) (ver, 22), for the purpose of linking on another clause, 
answers entirely to the emotional character of the words. “ For 
him, and for Abiathar and Joab:” Solomon said this, because 
these two men of high rank had supported Adonijah’s rebellion 
and wished to rule under his name. There is no ground for 
any such alterations of the text as Thenius proposes.—Although 
Abishag had been only David’s nurse, in the eyes of the people 
she passed as his concubine; and among the Israelites, just as 
with the ancient Persians (Herod. iii. 68), taking possession of 
the harem of a deceased king was equivalent to an establish- 
ment of the claim to the throne (see at 2 Sam. xii 8 and liL 
7, 8). According to 2 Sam. xvi. 21, this cannot have been un- 
known even to Bathsheba; but as Adonijah’s wily words had 
disarmed all suspicion, she may not have thought of this, or may 
perhaps have thought that Abishag was not to be reckoned as 
one of David’s concubines, because David had not known her 
(ch. i, 4).—Vers. 23 sqq. Solomon thereupon solemnly swore 
(the formula of an oath, and the ‘3 introducing the oath, as in 
1 Sam. xiv. 44, etc.), “ Adonijah has spoken this word against his 
own life.” {¥623, at the cost of his life, as in 2 Sam. xxiii. 17, 
ze. at the hazard of his life, or to his destruction. Ver. 24. 
“ And now, as truly as Jehovah liveth, who hath established me 
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and set me on the throne of my father David, and hath made 
me a house, as He said (verbatim, 2 Sam. vii. 11): yea, to-day 
shall Adonijah be put to death.” Jehovah established Solomon, 
or founded him firmly, by raising him to the throne in spite of 
Adonijah’s usurpation. In ‘3'3'%") the central ‘ has got into the 
text through a copyist’s error. M3 ‘9NYY, ie. He has bestowed 
upon me a family or posterity. Solomon had already one son, 
viz. Rehoboam, about a year old (compare xi. 42 with ch. xiv. 
21 and 2 Chron. xii. 13).'—vVer. 25. Solomon had this sentence 
immediately executed upon Adonijah by Benaiah, the chief of 
the body-guard, according to the oriental custom of both ancient 
and modern times. The king was perfectly just in doing this. 
For since Adonijah, even after his first attempt to seize upon 
the throne had been forgiven by Solomon, endeavoured to 
secure his end by fresh machinations, duty to God, who had 
exalted Solomon to the throne, demanded that the rebel should 
be punished with all the severity of the law, without regard 
to blood-relationship. 

Vers. 26, 27. Deposition of Abiathar.—The conduct of Solo- 
mon towards the high priest Abiathar is a proof how-free his 
actions were from personal revenge or too great severity. Abia- 
thar had also forfeited his life through the part he took in 
Adonijah’s conspiracy ; but Solomon simply sent him to Ana- 
thoth (ze. Anata; see at Josh. xviii. 24), to his own fields, ze. 
to his property there, telling him, “ Thou art indeed a man of 
death,” 2. thou hast deserved to die, “ but I will not put thee 
to death to-day, because thou hast borne the ark of Jehovah,” 
namely, both on the occasion of its solemn conveyance to Jeru- 
salem (1 Chron. xv. 11 sqq.) and also on David's flight from 
Absalom (2 Sam. xv. 24, 29), that is to say, because of his 
high-priestly dignity, and because thou didst endure all that my 
father endured, ze. thou didst share all his afflictions and suffer- 
ings, both in the period of Saul’s persecution (1 Sam. xxii. 20 
sqq., xxili. 8 sqq.), and during the rebellion of Absalom (2 Sam. 
xv. 24 sqq.). 7 OB (to-day) puts a limit upon the pardon, 
because Solomon could not foresee whether Abiathar would 


1 When Thenius denies this, and maintains that Rehoboam cannot have 
been 41 years old when he began to reign, referring to his discussion at ch. 
xiv. 21, he answers himself, inasmuch as at ch. xiv. 21 he demonstrates the 
fallacy of the objections which Cappellus has raised against the correctness of 
the reading ‘‘ 41 years.” 

Cc 
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always keep quiet, and not forfeit his ‘life again by fresh 
crimes.'—Ver. 27. The banishment of Abiathar to his own private 
possession involved his deposition from the priesthood. And, as 
the historian adds, thus was the word of the Lord concerning 
the house of Eli fulfilled (1 Sam. ii, 30-33). nBD? corresponds 
to the New Testament tva wAnpw6p. For further remarks on 
this prophecy and its fulfilment, see at 1 Sam. ii. 30 sqq.? Thus 
was the high-priesthood of the house of Eli extinguished, and 
henceforth this dignity passed through Zadok into the sole pos- 
session of the line of Eleazar. 

Vers. 28-34. Execution of Joab.—When the report (of the 
execution of Adonijah and the deposition of Abiathar) came 
to Joab, he fled to the tent of Jehovah (not to the tabernacle, 
but to the holy tent upon Zion) to seek protection at the altar 
(see at ch. i 50). The words mb) NO.-- yi °D are intro- 
duced as a parenthesis to explain Joab’s flight: “ for Joab had 
leaned after Adonijah, ” ae, taken his side (M8 7D), as in Ex. 
xxiii 2, Judg. ix. 3), “but not after Absalom.” 8 There is 


1 There is no meaning in the objection of Thenius, that Abiathar did not 
carry the ark himself, since this was not the duty of the high priest. For, in 
the first place, it is questionable whether Abiathar did not lend a helping 
hand at the removal of the ark during Absalom’s conspiracy. And, secondly, 
the duty binding upon the high priest, to superintend and conduct the 
removal of the ark, might very well be called carrying the ark. The con- 
jecture, that for fins we should read Sjpx, founders on the preterite new ; : 


for Abiathar had not only worn the ephod once before, but he wore “it ‘till 
the very hour in which Solomon deposed him from his office. 

? Nothing is related concerning the subsequent fate of Abiathar, since the 
death of a high priest who had been deprived of his office was a matter of no 
importance to the history of the kingdom of God. At any rate, he would 
not survive his deposition very long, as he was certainly eighty years old 
already (see Comm. on Sam. p. 267).—The inference which Ewald (Gesch. 
ili, pp. 269, 270) draws from 1 Sam. ii. 31-36 as to the manner of his death, 
namely, that he fell by the sword, is one of the numerous fictions founded 
upon naturalistic assumptions with which this scholar has ornamented the 
biblical history. 

* Instead of nidviay: the LXX. (Cod. Vat.), Vulgate, Syr., and Arab. 
have adopted the reading nbd, and both Thenius and Ewald propose to 


alter the text accordingly. But whatever plausibility this reading may have, 
especially if we alter the preterite m3 into the participle m3 after the gy 
xexaixas of the LXX., as Thenius does, it has no other foundation than an 
arbitrary rendering of ‘the LXX., who thought, but quite erroneously, that 
the allusion to Absalom was inapplicable here. For nx b3, to take a 
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no foundation in the biblical text for the conjecture, that Joab 
had given Adonijah the advice to ask for Abishag as his wife, 
just as Ahithophel had given similar advice to Absalom (2 Sam. 
xvi. 21). For not only is there no intimation of anything of 
the kind, but Solomon punished Joab solely because of his 
crimes in the case of Abner and Amasa. Moreover, Abiathar 
was also deposed, without having any fresh machinations in 
favour of Adonijah laid to his charge. The punishment of 
Adonijah and Abiathar was quite sufficient to warn Joab of his 
approaching fate, and lead him to seek to save his life by fleeing 
to the altar. It is true that, according to Ex. xxi. 13, 14, 
the altar could afford no protection to a man who had com- 
mitted two murders. But! he probably thought no more of 
these crimes, which had been committed a long time before, but 
simply of his participation in Adonijah’s usurpation; and he 
might very well hope that religious awe would keep Solomon 
from putting him to death in a holy place for such a crime as 
that. And it is very evident that this hope was not altogether 
@ visionary one, from the fact that, according to ver. 30, when 
Joab refused to leave the altar at the summons addressed to him 
in the name of the king, Benaiah did not give him the death- 
blow at once, but informed Solomon of the fact and received 
his further commands. Solomon, however, did not arrest the 
course of justice, but ordered him to be put to death there and 
afterwards buried. The burial of the persons executed was a 
matter of course, as, according to Deut. xxi. 23, even a person 
who had been hanged was to be buried before sunset. When, 
therefore, Solomon gives special orders for the burial of Joab, 
the meaning is that Benaiah is to provide for the burial with 
distinct reference to the services which Joab had rendered to his 
father. “ And take away the blood, which Joab shed without 
cause, from me and my father’s house.” So long as Joab re- 
mained unpunished for the double murder, the blood-guiltiness 
rested upon the king and his house, on whom the duty of 
punishment devolved (cf. Num. xxxv. 30, 31; Deut. xix. 13). 
O03 "D3, blood without cause, z.c. blood shed in innocence. On 
the connection of the adverb with the substantive, at which 
Thenius takes offence, comp. Ges. § 151,1, and Ewald, § 287, d. 
person's side, would suit very well in the case of Adonijah and Absalom, but 


not in that of Solomon, whose claim to the throne was not a party affair, but 
had been previously determined by God. 
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—For ver. 32, compare ver. 5. The words of Solomon in ver. 
33a point back to the curse which David uttered upon Joab 
and his descendants after the murder of Abner (2 Sam. ii. 
28, 29). “But to David, and his seed, and his house, and his 
throne, let there be salvation for ever from Jehovah.” This 
wish sprang from a conviction, based upon 2 Sam. vii 14, that 
the Lord would not fulfil His promise to David unless his suc- 
cessors upon the throne exercised right and justice according to 
the command of the Lord.—Ver. 34. Benaiah went up (yn), in- 
asmuch as the altar by the ark of the covenant stood higher up 
Mount Zion than Solomon’s house. Joab was buried “in his 
house” (ze. in the tomb prepared in his house, either in the 
court or in the garden: cf. 1 Sam. xxv. 1), “in the desert,” 
probably the wilderness of Judah, as Joab’s mother was a step- 
sister of David, and therefore probably dwelt in the neighbour- 
hood of Bethlehem.—Ver. 35. Solomon appointed Benaiah 
commander-in-chief in the place of Joab, and put Zadok in 
Abiathar’s place (cf. ch. 1 8, 9). 

Vers. 36—46. Punishment of Shimei—Solomon thereupon’ 
ordered Shimei to come, probably from Behurim, where his 
home was (2 Sam. xvi. 5), and commanded him to build him- 
self a house in Jerusalem to dwell in, and not to leave the city 
“any whither” (738) 728), threatening him with death if ever 
he should cross the brook Kidron. The valley of Kidron is 
mentioned as the eastern boundary of the city with an allusion 
to the fact, that Bahurim was to the east of Jerusalem towards 
the desert.——Ver. 38. Shimei vowed obedience, and that on 
oath, as is supplementarily observed in ver. 42, though it has 
been arbitrarily interpolated by the LXX. here; and he kept his 
word a considerable time.—Vers. 39,40. But after the lapse 
of three years, when two slaves fled’to Gath to king Achish, 
with whom David had also sought and found refuge (1 Sam. 
XXViL 2, compare ch. xxi. 11‘sqq.), he started for Gath as soon as 
he knew this, and fetched them back.—Vers. 41 sqq. When this 
was reported to Solomon, he sent for Shimei and charged him 
with the breach of his command : “ Did I not swear to thee by 
Jehovah, and testify to thee, etc.? Why hast thou not kept 
the oath of Jehovah (the oath sworn by Jehovah) . .?”——Ver. 44. 
He then reminded him of the evil which he had done to his 
father: “ Thou knowest all the evil, which thy heart knoweth 
(1c. which thy conscience must tell thee); and now Jehovah 
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returns the evil upon thy head,” namely, by decreeing the 
punishment of death, which he deserved for blaspheming the 
anointed of the Lord (2 Sam. xvi. 9).—Ver. 45. “And king 
Solomon will be blessed, and the throne of David be established 
before Jehovah for ever,” namely, because the king does justice 
(compare the remark on ver. 33).—Ver. 46. Solomon then 
ordered him to be executed by Benaiah. This punishment was 
also just. As Solomon had put Shimei’s life in his own hand 
by imposing upon him confinement in Jerusalem, and Shimei 
had promised on oath to obey the king’s command, the breach 
of his oath was a crime for which he had no excuse. There is 
no force at all in the excuses which some commentators adduce 
in his favour, founded upon the money which his slaves had 
cost him, and the wish to recover possession of them, which was 
a right one in itself. If Shimei had wished to remain faithful 
to his oath, he might have informed the king of the flight of his 
slaves, have entreated the king that they might be brought back, 
and have awaited the king’s decision ; but he had no right thus 
lightly to break the promise given on oath. By the breach of 
his oath he had forfeited his life. And this is the first thing 
with which Solomon charges him, without his being able to 
offer any excuse; and it is not till afterwards that he adduces 
as a second fact in confirmation of the justice of his procedure, 
the wickedness that he practised towards his father.—The last 
clause, “and the kingdom was established by (783) Solomon,” 
is attached to the following chapter in the Cod. Al. of the LXX. 
(in the Cod. Vat. it is wanting, or rather its place is supplied 
by a long interpolation), in the Vulgate, and in the Symiac; 
and indeed rightly so, as Thenius has shown, not merely be- 
cause of the P17 in ch. i. 2, but also because of its form as a 
circumstantial clause, to which the following account (ch. iii. 
1 sqq.) is appended. 


CHAP. III. SOLOMON’S MARRIAGE; WORSHIP AND SACRIFICE AT 
GIBEON ; AND WISE JUDICIAL SENTENCE. 


The establishment of the government in the hands of Solomon 
having been noticed in ch. ii, the history of his reign com- 
mences with an account of his marriage to an Egyptian princess, 
and with a remark concerning the state of the kingdom at the 
beginning of his reign (vers. 1-3). There then follows a de- 
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scription of the solemn sacrifice and prayer at Gibeon, by which 
Solomon sought to give a religious consecration to his govern- 
ment, and to secure the assistance of the Lord and His blessing 
upon it, and obtained the fulfilment of his desire (vers. 4-15). 
And then, as a practical proof of the spirit of his government, 
we have the sentence through which he displayed the wisdom 
of his judicial decisions in the sight of all the people (vers. 
16-28). 

Vers. 1-3. Solomon's marriage and the religious state of the 
kingdom.—Ver. 1. When Solomon had well secured his posses- 
sion of the throne (ch ii 46), he entered into alliance with 
Pharaoh, by taking his daughter as his wife. This Pharaoh of 
Egypt is supposed by Winer, Ewald, and others to have been 
Psusennes, the last king of the twenty-first (Tanitic) dynasty, 
who reigned thirty-five years ; since the first king of the twenty- 
second (Bubastic) dynasty, Sesonchis or Sheshonk, was certainly 
the Shishak who conquered Jerusalem in the fifth year of 
Rehoboam’s reign (ch. xiv. 25, 26). The alliance by marriage 
with the royal family of Egypt presupposes that Egypt was 
desirous of cultivating friendly relations with the kingdom of 
Israel, which had grown into a power to be dreaded; although, 
as we know nothing more of the history of Egypt at that time 
than the mere names of the kings (as given by Manetho), it is 
impossible to determine what may have been the more precise 
grounds which led the reigning king of Evypt to seek the 
friendship of Israel. There is, at any rate, greater probability in 
this supposition than in that of Thenius, who conjectures that 
Solomon contracted this marriage because he saw the necessity 
of entering into a closer relationship with this powerful neigh- 
bour, who had a perfectly free access to Palestine. The con- 
clusion of this marriage took place in the first year of Solomon’s 
reign, though probably not at the very beginning of the reign, 
but not till after his buildings had been begun, as we may infer 
from the expression ni22? ind Ty (until he had made an end of 
building). Moreover, Solomon had already married Naamah the 
Ammonitess before ascending the throne, and had had a son by 
her (compare ch. xiv. 21 with x1 42, 43).—-Marriage with an 
Egyptian princess was not a transgression of the law, as it was 
only marriages with Canaanitish women that were expressly 
prohibited (Ex. xxxiv. 16; Deut. vu. 3), whereas it was allow- 
able to marry even foreign women taken in war (Deut. xxi. 10 
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eqq.). At the same time, it was only when the foreign wives 
renounced idolatry and confessed their faith in Jehovah, that 
such marriages were in accordance with the spirit of the law. 
And we may assume that this was the case even with Pharaoh’s 
daughter; because Solomon adhered so faithfully to the Lord 
during the first years of his reign, that he would not have tole- 
tated any idolatry in his neighbourhood, and we cannot find any 
trace of Egyptian idolatry in Israel in the time of Solomon, and, 
lastly, the daughter of Pharaoh is expressly distinguished in ch. 
xi. 1 from the foreign wives who tempted Solomon to idolatry 
in his old age. The assertion of Seb. Schmidt and Thenius 
to the contrary rests upon a false interpretation of ch. x1 1.— 
“ And he brought her into the city of David, till he had finished 
the building of his palace,” etc. Into the city of David: ae not 
into the palace in which his father had dwelt, as Thenius arbi- 
trarily interprets it in opposition to 2 Chron. viii 11, but into a 
house in the city of David or Jerusalem, from which he brought 
her up into the house appointed for her after the building of his 
own palace was finished (ch. ix. 24). The building of the house 
of Jehovah is mentioned as well, because the sacred tent for the 
ark of the covenant was set up in the palace of David until the 
temple was finished, and the temple was not consecrated till 
after the completion of the building of the palace (see at ch. 
viii 1). By the building of “the wall of Jerusalem” we are to 
understand a stronger fortification, and possibly also the extension 
of the city wall (see at ch. xi 27).—-Ver. 2. “Only the people 
sacrificed upon high places, because there was not yet a house 
built for the name of Jehovah until those days.” The limiting 
P), only, by which this general account of the existing condition 
of the religious worship is appended to what precedes, may be 
accounted for from fhe antithesis to the strengthening of the 
kingdom by Solomon mentioned in ch. ui. 46. The train of 
thought is the following: It is true that Solomon’s authority 
was firmly established by the punishment of the rebels, so that 
he was able to ally himself by marriage with the king of Egypt ; 
but just as he was obliged to bring his Egyptian wife into the 
city of David, because the building of his palace was not yet 
finished, so the people, and (according to ver. 3) even Solomon 
himself, were only able to sacrifice to the Lord at that time upon 
altars on the hich places, because the temple was not yet built. 
The participle D°731 denotes the continuation of this religious 
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condition (see Ewald, § 168, c). The nio3, or high places,’ were 
places of sacrifice and prayer, which were built upon eminences 
or hills, because men thought they were nearer the Deity there, 
and which consisted in some cases probably of an altar only, © 
though as a rule there was an altar with a sanctuary built 
by the side (nipa n’3, ch. xiii. 32; 2 Kings xvii. 29, 32, xxiii. 
19), so that D3 frequently stands for "D3 M3 (eg. ch. xi. 7, 
xiv. 23; 2 Kings xxi. 3, xxiii 8), and the 703 is also dis- 
tinguished from the M3!0 (2 Kings xxiii 15; 2 Chron. xiv. 2). 
These high places were consecrated to the worship of Jehovah, 
and essentially different from the high places of the Canaanites 
which were consecrated to Baal. Nevertheless sacrificing upon 
these hivh places was opposed to the law, according to which 
the place which the Lord Himself had chosen for the revelation 
of His name was the only place where sacrifices were to be 
offered (Lev. xvii. 3 sqq.); and therefore it is excused here on 
the ground that no house (temple) had yet been built to the 
name of the Lord—vVer. 3. Even Solomon, although he loved 
the Lord, walking in the statutes of his father David, ze. accord- 
ing to ch. ii. 3, in the commandments of the Lord as they are 
written in the law of Moses, sacrificed and burnt incense upon 
high places. Before the building of the temple, more especially 
since the tabernacle had lost its significance as the central place 
of the gracious presence of God among His people, through the 
removal of the ark of the covenant, the worship of the high 
places was unavoidable; although even afterwards it still con- 
tinued as a forbidden cultus, and could not be thoroughly ex- 
terminated even by the most righteous kings (ch. xxii. 24; 
2 Kings xii. 4, xiv. 4, xv. 4, 35). 


1 The opinion of Béttcher and Thenius, that nog signifies a ‘sacred 


coppice,” is only based upon untenable etymological combinations, and can- 
not be proved. And Ewald’s view is equally unfounded, viz. that ‘‘ high 
places were an old Cananzan species of sanctuary, which at that time had 
become common in Israel also, and consisted of a tall stone of a conical shape, 
as the symbol of the Holy One, and of the real high place, viz. an altar, a 
sacred tree or grove, or even an image of the one God as well” (Gesch. iii. p. 
390). For, on the one hand, it cannot be shown that the tall stone of a conical 
shape existed even in the case of the Canaanitish bamoth, and, on the other 
hand, it is impossible to adduce a shadow of a proof that the Israelitish 
bamoth, which were dedicated to Jehovah, were constructed precisely after the 
pattern of the Baal’s-bamoth of the Canaanites. 
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Vers. 4-15. SoLomon’s SaAcRIFICE AND DREAM AT GIBEON 
(cf. 2 Chron. i. 1-13).—To implore the divine blessing upon 
his reign, Solomon offered to the Lord at Gibeon a great sacri- 
fice—a thousand burnt-offerings; and, according to 2 Chron. i. 2, 
the representatives of the whole nation took part in this sacri- 
ficial festival, At that time the great or principal bamah was 
at Gibeon (the present ¢l Jib; see at Josh. ix. 3), namely, the 
Mosaic tabernacle (2 Chron. i. 3), which is called 7233, because 
the ark of the covenant, with which Jehovah had bound up His 
gracious presence, was not there now. “ Upon that altar,” zc. 
upon the altar of the great bamah at Gibeon, the brazen altar 
of burnt-offering in the tabernacle (2 Chron. i. 6).—Vers. 5 sqq. 
The one thing wanting in the place of sacrifice at Gibeon, viz. 
the ark of the covenant with the gracious presence of Jehovah, 
was supplied by the Lord in the case of this sacrifice by a direct 
revelation in a dream, which Solomon received in the night fol- 
lowing the sacrifice. There is a connection between the question 
which God addressed to Solomon in the dream, “ What shall I 
give thee ?” and the object of the sacrifice, viz. to seek the help 
of God for his reign. Solomon commences his prayer in ver. 6 
with an acknowledgment of the great favour which the Lord 
had shown to his father David, and had continued till now by 
raising his son to his throne (737 OD, as it is this day: cf. 
1 Sam. xxii. 8, Deut. viii. 18, etc.); and then, in vers. 7—9, 
in the consciousness of his incapacity for the right administra- 
tion of government over so numerous a people, he asks the Lord 
for an obedient heart and for wisdom to rule His people. “Ay 
introduces the petition, the reasons assigned for which are, (1) 
his youth and inexperience, and (2) the greatness or multitude 
of the nation to be governed. I am, says he, }}P 7Y2, we. an 
inexperienced youth (Solomon was only about twenty years 
old) ; “ I know not to go out and in,” «¢. how to behave my- 
self as king, or govern the people (for X23) NX¥ compare the note 
on Num. xxvii. 17). At ver. 8 he describes the magnitude of 
the nation in words which recall to mind the divine promises in 
Gen. xiii, 16 and xxxii. 13, to indicate how gloriously the Lord 
has fulfilled the promises which He made to the patriarchs. 
—Ver. 9. FN, therefore give. The prayer (commencing with 
nay in ver. 7) is appended in the form of an apodosis to the 
circumstantial clauses 13) ‘3381 and ‘3) 71231, which contain the 
grounds of the petition. yo’ 22, a hearing heart, ze. a heart 
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ceiving heed to the law and right of God, “to judge Thy 
people, (namely) to distinguish between good and evil (ie. right 
and wrong).” “For who could judge this Thy numerous people,” 
sc. unless Thou gavest him intelligence? 125, heavy in multi- 
tude: in the Chronicles this is explained by 5im3.— Vers. 10 sqq. 
This prayer pleased God well. “ Because thou hast asked this, 
and hast not asked for thyself long life, nor riches, nor the 
life (ze. the destruction) of thy foes,” all of them good things, 
which the world seeks to obtain as the greatest prize, “ but 
intelligence to hear judgment (ze. to foster it, inasmuch as the 
administration of justice rests upon a conscientious hearing of 
the parties), behold I have done according to thy word” (ae. ful- 
filled thy request: the perfect is used, inasmuch as the hearken- 
ing has already begun ; for 37 in this connection compare Ewald, 
§ 307, ¢), “and given thee a wise and understanding heart.” The 
words which follow, “ so that there has been none like thee 
before thee,” etc, are not to be restricted to the kings of Israel, 
as Clericus supposes, but are to be understood quite universally 
as applying to all mankind (cf. ch. v. 9-11).—Vers. 13, 14. In 
addition to this, according to the promise that to him who seeks 
first the kingdom of God and His righteousness all other things 
shall be added (Matt. vi. 33), God will also give him the 
earthly blessings, for which he has not asked, and that in great 
abundance, viz. riches and honour such as no king of the earth 
has had before him; and if he adhere faithfully to God’s com- 
mandments, long life also (‘FA3787), in this case I have lengthened). 
This last promise was not fulfilled, because Solomon did not 
observe the condition (cf. ch. xi. 42).—Ver. 15. Then Solomon 
awoke, and behold it was a dream; ze. a dream produced by God, 
a revelation by dream, or a divine appearance in a dream. O1n 
as in Num. xii 6.—Solomon thanked the Lord again for this 
promise after his return to Jerusalem, by offering burnt-offerings 
and thank-offerings before the ark of the covenant, zc. upon 
the altar at the tent erected for the ark upon Zion, and pre- 
pared a meal for all his servants (viz. his court-servants), <e. 
a sacrificial meal of the pn>,—This sacrificial festival upon 
Zion is omitted in the Chronicles, as well as the following 
account in vers. 16—28 ; not, however, because in the chroni- 
cler’s opinion no sacrifices had any legal validity but such as 
were offered upon the altar of the Mosaic tabernacle, as Thenius 
fancies, though without observing the account in 1 Chron. xxi. 
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26 sqq., which overthrows this assertion, but because this sacri- 
ficial festival had no essential significance in relation to Solo- 
mon’s reign. 


Vers. 16-28. Sotomon’s JUDICIAL WispoM.—As a proof that 
the Lord had bestowed upon Solomon unusual judicial wisdom, 
there is appended a decision of his in a very difficult case, in 
which Solomon had shown extraordinary intelligence. Two 
harlots living together in one house had each given birth to a 
child, and one of them had “ overlaid” her child in the night 
while asleep (7? 723% WX, because she had lain upon it), and 
had then placed her dead child in the other one’s bosom and 
taken her living child away. When the other woman looked 
the next morning at the child lying in her bosom, she saw that 
it was not her own but the other woman’s child, whereas the 
latter maintained the opposite. As they eventually referred the 
matter in dispute to the king, and each one declared that the 
living child was her own, the king ordered a sword to be 
brought, and the living child to be cut in two, and a half given 
to each. Then the mother of the living child, “ because her 
bowels yearned upon her son,” z.c. her maternal love was ex- 
cited, cried out, “Give her (the other) the living child, but do 
not slay it ;’ whereas the latter said, “ It shall be neither mine 
nor thine, cut it in pieces.”—Ver. 27. Solomon saw from this 
which was the mother of the living child, and handed it over to 
her.'—-Ver. 28. This judicial decision convinced all the people 
that Solomon was endowed with divine wisdom for the admini- 
stration of justice. 


CHAP. Iv.-V. 14. SOLOMON’S MINISTERS OF STATE. HIS REGAL 
SPLENDOUR AND WISDOM. 


Ch. iv. contains a list of the chief ministers of state (vers. 
2-6), and of the twelve officers placed over the land (vers. 7-20), 
which is inserted here to give an idea of the might and glory of 


1 Grotius observes on this: ‘‘ The éyx/vore of Solomon was shown by this . 
to be very great. There is a certain similarity in the account of Ariopharnis, 
king of the Thracians, who, when three persons claimed to be the sons of the 
king of the Cimmerii, decided that he was the son who would not obey the 
command to cast javelins at his father’s corpse. The account is given by 
Diodorus Siculus.” 
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the kingdom of Israel under Solomon’s reign. So far as the 
contents are concerned, this list belongs to the middle portion of 
the reign of Solomon, as we may see from the fact that two of 
the officers named had daughters of Solomon for their wives 
(vers. 11, 15), whom they could not possibly have married till 
the later years of Solomon’s life. 


Vers, 1-6. THE CuiEF MINISTERS OF STATE.—The list is intro- 
duced in ver. 1 by the general remark, that “ king Solomon was 
king over all Israel.”—-Ver. 2. The first of the DY, princes, 
ae. chief ministers of state or dignitaries, mentioned here is not 
the commander-in-chief, as under the warlike reign of David 
(2 Sam. viii 16, xx. 23), but, in accordance with the peaceful 
rule of Solomon, the administrator of the kingdom (or prime 
minister) : “ Azariah the son of Zadok was 1753,” ie. not the 
priest, but the administrator of the kingdom, the representative 
of the-king before the people; like {75 in ver. 5, where this word 
is interpreted by 700 ny, with this difference, however, arising 
from the article before 173, that Azariah was the Kohen par 
excellence, that is to say, held the first place among the confidential 
counsellors of the king, so that his dignity was such as befitted 
the office of an administrator of the kingdom. Compare the 
explanation of 175 at 2 Sam. viii. 18. The view of the Vulgate, 
Luther, and others, which has been revived by Thenius, namely, 
that 13 is to be connected as a genitive with PiT¥732 in oppo- 
sition to the accents, “ Azariah the son of Zadok the priest,” is 
incorrect, and does not even yield any sense, since the connection 
of these words with the following £lichoreph, etc., is precluded by 
the absence of the copula Vav, which would be indispensable if 
Azariah had held the same office as the two brothers Elichoreph 
and Achijah.!. Moreover, Azariah the son of Zadok cannot be 
a grandson of Zadok the high priest, ze. a son of Ahimaaz the 
son of Zadok, as many infer from 1 Chron. v. 34, 35 (vi. 8, 9); 
for, apart from the fact that Zadok’s grandson can hardly have 
been old enough at the time for Solomon to invest him with 


1 The objection by which Thenius tries to set aside this argument, which 
has been already advanced by Houbigant, viz. that ‘‘if the firet (Azariah) was 
not also a state scribe, the copula would be inserted, as it is everywhere else 
from ver. 4 onwards when a new office is mentioned,” proves nothing at all, 
because the copula is also omitted in ver. 8, where the new office of "510 
is introduced. : 
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the chief dignity in the kingdom, which would surely be con- 
ferred upon none but men of mature years, we can see no reason 
why the Azariah mentioned here should not be called the son of 
Ahimaaz, If the Zadok referred to here was the high priest of 
that mame, Azariah can only have been a brother of Ahimaaz. 
And there is no real difficulty in the way, since the name Azariah 
occurs three times in the line of high priests (1 Chron. v. 36, 
39), and therefore was by no means rare—Ver. 3. Elichoreph 
and Achijah, sons of Shisha, who had held the same office 
under David, were secretaries of state (OBD: see at 2 Sam. 
viii. 17 and xx. 25, where the different names XW*Y = NW and 
my are also discussed).—Jchoshaphat the son of Ahilud was the 
chancellor, as he had already been in the time of David (2 Sam. 
viii 17 and xx. 24). The rendering of Thenius, “ whilst 
Jehoshaphat was chancellor,’ is grammatically impossible-— 
Ver. 4. On Benaiah, compare ch. i 35 and the Commentary 
on 2 Sam. xxiii 20. On Zadok and Abiathar, see at 2 Sam. 
viii. 17. It appears strange that Abiathar should be named as 
priest, z.¢. as high priest, along with Zadok, since Solomon had 
deposed him from the priestly office (ch. ii 27, 35), and we 
cannot imagine any subsequent pardon. The only possible 
explanation is that proposed by Theodoret, namely, that Solo- 
mon had only deprived him of the dpyy, ze. of the priest’s 
office, but not of the icpwovvy or priestly dignity, because this 
was hereditary.'"—Ver. 5. Azariah the son of Nathan was over 
the 0°33), z.. the twelve officers named in vers. 7 sqq. Zabud 
the son of Nathan was {75 (not the son of “ Nathan the priest,” 
as Luther and many others render it). {75 is explained by the 
epithet appended, 00 My: privy councillor, ze. confidential 
adviser of the king. Nathan is not the prophet of that name, 
as Thenius supposes, but the son of David mentioned in 2 Sam. 
v. 14. Azariah and Zabud were therefore nephews of Solomon. 
—Ver. 6. Ahishar was M37 °Y, over the palace, z.e. governor 
of the palace, or minister of the king’s household (compare 
ch. xvi 9, 2 Kings xvii. 18, and Isa. xxii. 15), an office met 
with for the first time under Solomon. -Adoniram, probably 
the same person as Adoram in 2 Sam. xx. 24, was chief over- 
seer of the tributary service. He was so in the time of David 
also. 

1 Tay dpynv dPsinaro, ov rig lepaovyns iyvpvacey’ ryy yap tis ispaovens delay 
OUx ix xeipotopiacs, GAA’ ix yowixiis Eloy 01ced0x%7¢.— | HEODORET. 
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Vers. 7-19. SoLomon’s OFFICIAL PERSONS AND THEIR DiIs- 
TRIcTs.—Ver. 7. Solomon had (appointed) twelve 5°3%2 over all 
Israel, who provided (37293) for the king and his house, te. sup- 
plied provisions for the necessities of the court. These prefects 
are not to be regarded as “chamberlains,” or administrators of 
the royal domains (Michaelis and Ewald), for these are men- 
tioned in 1 Chron. xxvii. 25 sqq. under a different title. They 
are “general receivers of taxes,” or “ chief tax-collectors,” as 
Rosenmiiller expresses it, who levied the king’s duties or taxes, 
which consisted in the East, as they still do to the present time, 
for the most part of natural productions, or the produce of the 
land, and not of money payments as in the West, and delivered 
them at the royal kitchen (Rosenmiiller, A. wnd N. Morgenland, 
iii, p. 166). It cannot be inferred from the explanation given 
by Josephus, #ryepoves nal otparnyot, that they exercised a kind 
of government, as Thenius supposes, since this explanation is 
nothing but a subjective conjecture. “One month in the year 
was it every one’s duty (708 oY mm) to provide.” The districts 
assigned to the twelve prefects coincide only partially with the 
territories of the tribes, because the land was probably divided 
among them according to its greater or smaller productiveness. 
Moreover, the order in which the districts are enumerated is 
not a geographical one, but probably follows the order in which 
the different prefects had to send the natural productions month 
by month for the maintenance of the king's court. The de- 
scription begins with Ephraim in ver. 8, then passes over in 
ver. 9 to the territory of Dan to the west of it,in ver. 10 to the 
territory of Judah and Simeon on the south, in vers. 11 and 12 
to the territory of Manasseh on this side from the Mediterranean 
to the Jordan, then in vers. 13 and 14 to the territory of 
Manasseh on the other side of the Jordan, thence back again in 
vers. 15 and 16 to the northern parts of the land on this side, 
viz. the territories of Naphtali and Asher, and thence farther 
south to Issachar in ver. 17, and Benjamin in ver. 18, closing 
at last in ver. 19 with Gilead.—Vers. 8 sqq. In the names of 
the prefects we are struck with the fact, that in the case of five 
of them the names given are not their own but their fathers’ 
names. It is very improbable that the proper names should 
have dropped out five times (as Clericus, Michaelis, and others 
suppose) ; and consequently there is simply the assumption left, 
that the persons in question bore their fathers’ names with Ben 
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prefixed as their own proper names: Benhur, Bendeker, etc., after 
the analogy of Benchanan in 1 Chron. iv. 20 and others, al- 
though such a proper name as Ben-Abinadab (ver. 11) appears 
very strange. Benhur was stationed on the mountains of 
Ephraim. These mountains, here only the mountainous district 
of the tribe of Ephraim, were among the most fruitful portions 
of Palestine (see at Josh. xvu. 14, 15).—-Ver. 9. Bendeker was 
in Makaz, a city only mentioned here, the situation of which 
is unknown, but which is at any rate to be sought for in the 
tribe of Dan, to which the other cities of this district belong. 
Shaalbim has probably been preserved in the present Selbit, to 
the north-west of Ydlo (see at Josh. xix. 42). Bethshemesh, the 
_present Ain-Shems (see at Josh. xv. 10). lon (i>), which is 
distinguished from Ajalon (Josh. xix. 42 and 43) by the epithet 
Bethchanan, and belonged to the tribe of Dan, has not yet been 
discovered (see at Josh. xix. 43). The LXX. have arbitrarily 
interpolated éws before Bethchanan, and Thenius naturally takes 
this under his ‘protection, and consequently traces Bethchanan in 
the village of Beit Huntin (Rob. Pal. ii. p. 371), but without con- 
sidering that éws yields no reasonable sense unless preceded by 
10, éx (from; cf. ver. 12).—Ver. 10. Benhesed was in Arubboth, 
which does not occur again, so that its situation, even if it should 
be identical with Arab in Josh. xv. 52, as Bottcher conjectures, 
can only be approximatively inferred from the localities which 
follow. To him (i), te. to his district, belonged Sochoh and all 
the land of Hepher. From Sochoh we may see that Benhesed’s 
district was in the tribe of Judah. Of the two Sochohs in Judah, 
that still exist under the name of Shuwetkeh, it is impossible to 
determine with certainty which is intended here, whether the 
one upon the mountains (Josh. xv. 48) or the one in the plain 
(Josh. xv. 35). The fact that it is associated with the land of 
Hepher rather favours the latter. The land of Hepher, which 
must not be confounded with the city of Gath-Hepher in the tribe 
of Zebulun (Josh. xix. 13; 2 Kings xiv. 25), but was the territory 
of one of the Canaanitish kings who were defeated by Joshua, 
was probably situated in the plain (see at Josh. xii. 17).— 
Ver. 11. Ben-Abinadab had the whole of the high range of 
Dor (1% D3, Josh. xii. 23), te. the strip of coast on the Medi- 
terranean Sea below the promontory of Carmel, where the city 
of Dor, which has been preserved in the village of Tantura or 
Tortura, nine miles to the north of Cesarea, was situated (see 
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at Josh. xi. 2). Whether this district embraced the fruitful 
plain of Sharon is not so clearly made out as Thenius supposes. 
IVAN Ta stands at the head absolutely, without any gram- 
matical connection with M222: “Abinadab: the whole of the 
high range of Dor,” etc. The person named was probably a son 
of David’s eldest brother but one (1 Sam. xvi. 8, xvii. 13), and 
therefore Solomon’s cousin; and he had married Solomon’s 
daughter.—Ver. 12. Baana the son of Ahilud was most likely 
a brother of Jehoshaphat the chancellor (ver. 3). This district 
embraced the cities on the southern edge of the plain of Jezreel, 
and extended to the Jordan. Taanach and Megiddo, which 
have been preserved in the villages of Taanuk and Lejun, were 
situated on the south-western border of this plain, and belonged 
to the Manassites (see at Josh. xii 21, xvii 11). “ And all 
Bethshean,” in other words, the whole of the district of Beth- 
shean, 2.¢. Beisan, at the eastern end of the valley of Jezreel, 
where it opens into the Jordan valley (Rob. Pai. ii. p. 740 sqq.), 
“which (district was situated) by the side of Zarthan below 
Jezreel, from (the town of) Bethshean (see at Josh. xvii: 11) to 
Abel-Mecholah, on the other side of Jokmeam.” JZarthan, also 
called Zereda (compare ch. vii. 46 with 2 Chron. iv. 17), has 
probably been preserved, so far as the name is concerned, in 
Kurn Sartabeh, in the neighbourhood of which the old city pro- 
bably stood, about five miles to the south of Beisan, at a point 
where the Jordan valley contracts (see at Josh. 1116). The 
expression “ below Jezreel” refers to “ all Bethshean,” and may 
be explained from the elevated situation of Jezreel, the present 
Zerin (see at Josh. xix. 18). According to Rob. i. p. 163, 
this is “ comparatively high, and commands a wide and noble 
view, extending down the broad low valley on the east of Beisan 
and to the mountains of Ajlun beyond the Jordan.” The fol- 
lowing words, “from Bethshean to Abel-Mecholah,” give a more 
precise definition of the boundary. The LXX. have erroneously 
inserted xai before jRw-M3D, and Thenius and Bottcher defend it 
on the strength of their erroneous interpretations of the pre- 
ceding statements. -Abel-Mecholah was in the Jordan valley, 
according to the Onomast., ten Roman miles to the south of 
Beisan (see at Judg. vii. 22). The last clause is not quite 
intelligible to us, as the situation of the Levitical city Jokmeam 
(1 Chron. vi. 53, or Kzbzaim, a different place from the Jokneam 
on Carmel, Josh. xii. 22, xxi. 34) has not yet been discovered 
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(see at Josh. xxi 22). According to this, Baanah’s district in 
the Jordan valley did not extend so far as Kurn Sartabeh, but 
simply to the neighbourhood of Zarthan, and embraced the 
whole of the tribe-territory of Manasseh on this side of the 
Jordan.—Ver. 13. Bengeber was in Ramoth of Gilead in the 
tribe of Gad (Josh. xx. 8), probably on the site of the modern 
Szalt (see at Deut. iv. 43). “To him belonged the Havvoth Jair 
(Jair’s-lives) in Gilead, to him the region of Argob in Bashan, 
sixty great cities with walls and brazen bolts.” If we look at 
this passage alone, the region of Argob in Bashan appears to be 
distinct from the Havvoth Jair in Gilead. But if we compare 
it with Num. xxx. 40, 41, Deut. 11. 4, 5, and 13, 14, and 
Josh. xiii. 30, it is evident from these passages that the Jair’s- 
lives are identical with the sixty large and fortified-cities of the 
region of Argob. For, according to Deut. ii. 4, these sixty for- 
tified cities, with high walls, gates, and bars, were all fortified 
cities of the kingdom of Og of Bashan, which the Israelites con- 
quered under Moses, and to which, according to Num. xxxii. 41, 
Jair the Manassite, who had conquered them, gave the name 
of Havvroth Jair. Hence it is stated in Josh. xiii. 30, that the 
sixty Jair-towns were situated in Bashan. Consequently the 
as ban ‘> in our verse is to be taken as a more precise defini- 
tion of ‘3 Wa! nin {> or a clearer description of the district 
superintended by Bengeber, so that Gilead is used, as is frequently 
the case, in the broader sense of Perea. Compare with this the 
Commentary on Deut. iii. 4 and 13, 14, where the names 3358 
and Mn are explained, and the imaginary discrepancy between 
the sixty Jair’s-towns in the passages cited, and the twenty- 
three and thirty cities of Jair in 1 Chron. ii, 22 and Judg. x. 4, 
is discussed and solved. And when Thenius objects to this 
explanation on the ground that the villages of Jair cannot 
be identical with the sixty fortified cities, because villages of 
nomads and strongly fortified cities could not be one and the 
same, this objection falls to the ground with the untenable in- 
terpretation of MN as applying to nomad villages—Ver. 14. 
Ahinadab the son of Iddo received as his district Mahanaum, a 
fortified and probably also a very important city to the north of 
the Jabbok, on the border of the tribe of Gad, which may perhaps 
have been preserved in the ruin of Mahneh (see at Josh. xili. 26 
and Gen. xxxii. 3). "MD, to Mahanaim (cf. Ewald, § 216, a, 
note), with 7 local, probably referring to the fact that Ahinadab 
D 
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was sent away to Mahanaim—vVer. 15. <Ahimaaz, possibly 
Zadok’s son (2 Sam. xv. 27, xvii. 17 sqq.), in Naphtali. This 
does not denote generally “the most northern portion of the 
land, say from the northern end of the lake of Gennesaret into 
Coele-Syria,” as Thenius supposes; for the tribe-territory of 
Asher, which had a prefect of its own, was not situated to the 
south-west of Naphtali, but ran along the west of Naphtali to 
the northern boundary of Canaan (see at Josh. xix. 24-31). 
He also (like Ben-Abinadab, ver. 11) had a daughter of Solomon, 
Basmath, as his wife—vVer. 16. Baanah the son of Hushaz, 
probably the faithful friend and wise counsellor of David 
(2 Sam. xv. 32 sqq., xvi. 5 eqq.), was in Asher and nia, a 
name quite unknown. If 3 forms part of the word (Baaloth, 
according to the LXX., Vulg., Syr., and Arab.), we must take it 
as a district, since the preposition 2 would necessarily have been 
repeated if a district (Asher) had been connected with a town 
(Baaloth). In any case, it is not the city of Baaloth in the 
Negeb of Judah (Josh. xv. 24) that is intended.—Ver. 17. 
Jehoshaphat the son of Paruach, in Jssachar ; 1.e. over the whole 
of the territory of that tribe in the plain of Jezreel, with the 
exception of the cities of Taanach, Megiddo, and Bethshean, 
which were in the southern portion of it, and were allotted to 
the Manassites, and, according to ver. 12, were put under the 
care of Baanah; and not merely in the northern part of 
Issachar, “ with the exception of the plain of Jezreel,” as 
Thenius erroneously maintains. Zebulun may possibly have 
also formed part of his district, if not entirely, yet in its 
southern portion, provided that the northern portion was 
assigned to Ahimaaz in Naphtali, since Zebulun had no prefect 
of its own—Ver. 18. Shimei the son of Elah, possibly the one 
mentioned in ch. 1 8, in Benjamin.—Ver. 19. Geber the son of 
Uri, in the land of Gilead, i.e. as the apposition “the land of 
Sihon ... and of Og. . .” clearly shows, the whole of the 
Israelitish land on the east of the Jordan, as in Deut. xxxiv. 1, 
Judg. xx. 1, etc, with the simple exception of the districts 
placed under Bengeber and Ahinadab (vers. 13 and 14). 33 
HS, “ one president was it who (was) in the land (of Gilead).” 
2"¥) cannot signify a military post or a garrison here, as in 1 Sam. 
x. 5, xill. 3, etc., but is equivalent to 2¥3, the president (ver. 7). 
The meaning is, that notwithstanding the great extent of this 
district, it had only one prefect. 
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In ver. 20 the account of Solomon’s officers is closed by a 
general remark as to the prosperous condition of the whole 
nation; though we miss the copula Vav at the commencement. 
The words, “Judah and Israel were numerous as the sand by 
the sea,” indicate that the promise given to the patriarchs (Gen. 
xxii 17, cf. xxxii. 13) had been fulfilled. To this there is 
appended in ch. v. 1 the remark concerning the extent of Solo- 
mon’s sway, which prepares the way for what follows, and shows 
how the other portion of the promise, “ thy seed will possess the 
gates of its enemies,” had been fulfilled——The first fourteen 
verses of ch. v. are therefore connected by the LXX., Vulg., 
Luther, and others with ch. iv. It is not till ch v. 15 thata 
new section begins. 


CuaP. Iv. 21-28 (v. 1-8). SoLomon’s Recat SPLENDOUR. 
Ver. 21. “Solomon was ruler over all the kingdoms from the 
river (Euphrates) onwards, over the land of the Philistines to the 
border of Egypt, who brought presents and were subject to Solo- 
mon his whole life long.” Most of the commentators supply i 
before DALE YS (even to the land of the Philistines) after the 
parallel passage 2 Chron. ix. 26, so that the following aaa: a's 
would give a more precise definition of the terminus ad quem. 
But it is by no means probable that 7%, which appears to be 
indispensable, should have dropped out through the oversight of 
@ copyist, and it is not absolutely necessary to supply it, inas- 
much as 3 may be repeated in thought before ‘8 778 from the 
preceding clause. The participle 0D is construed ad sensum 
with nis200, Bringing presents is equivalent to paying tribute, 
as in 2 Sam. vul 2, etc.—Vers. 22 sqq. The splendour of the 
court, the consumption in the royal kitchen (vers. 22-25), and 
the well-filled stables (vers. 26-28), were such as befitted the 
ruler of so large a kingdom.—Vers. 22, 23. The daily con- 
sumption of pn (food or provisions) amounted to thirty cors of 
fine meal (nop = DDN nob, fine sifted meal, Ex. xxix. 2; for 
ndo see also Lev. ii. 1) and sixty cors of NP, ordinary meal, 
ten fattened oxen, twenty pasture oxen, which were brought 
directly from the pasture and slaughtered, and a hundred sheep, 
beside different kinds of game. 3, xopos, the later name for 
19h, the largest dry and also liquid (ch. v. 11) measure of capa- 
city, contained ten ephahs or baths, 2.4, according to the calcula- 
tion made by Thenius, 15,300 cubic inches (Dresden) = about 
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1z scheffel ;! so that ninety cors would amount to 171 scheffel, 
from which 28,000 lbs. of bread could be baked (Theol. Stud. 
und Krit. 1846, pp. 132,133). And “if we reckon 2 lbs. of 
bread to each person, there would be 14,000 persons in Solomon’s 
court.” The consumption of flesh would be quite in proportion 
to that of bread; for ten fattened oxen, twenty oxen from the 
pasture, and a hundred sheep, yield more than 21,000 Ibs. of 
meat, that is to say, a pound and a half for each person, “ assuming, 
according to the statements of those who are acquainted with the 
matter, that the edible meat of a fat ox amounts to 600 lbs, 
that of an ox from the pasture to 400 lbs., and that of a sheep to 
70 lbs.” (Thenius ut sup.). This daily consumption of Solomon’s 
court will not appear too great, if, on the one hand, we compare 
it with the quantity consumed at other oriental courts both of 
ancient and modern times,’ and if, on the other hand, we bear 
in mind that not only the numerous attendants upon the king 
and his harem, but also the royal adjutants and the large num- 
ber of officers employed about the court, were supplied from the 
king’s table, and that their families had also to be fed, inas- 
much as the wages in oriental courts are all paid in kind. In 
addition to this, game was also supplied to the king’s table: 
viz. ON stacs, ‘3¥ gazelles, OM fallow-deer, and OMAN O7373 
“ fattened fowl.” The meaning of O73 is doubtful. The earlier 
translators render it birds or fowl “Kimchi adopts the render- 
ing “capons;” TZanch. Heros. “ geese,” so called from their pure 
(173) white feathers; and both Gesenius and Dietrich (Lez.) 
decide in favour of the latter. The word must denote some 
special kind of fowl, since edible birds in general were called 
D™BY (Neh. v. 18).—Vers. 24, 25. Solomon was able to appro- 
priate all this to his court, because (‘3) he had dominion, etc.; 
. and (ver. 25) Israel and Judah enjoyed the blessings of peace 
duane the whole of his reign. 773 137233, “ over all the other 
side of the river (Euphrates), ” é¢. not the land on the east, but 
that on the west of the river. This usage of speech is to be 
explained from the fact that the author of our books, who was 
living in exile on the other side of the Euphrates, describes the 


1 The scheffel is about an English sack (vid. Fliigel’s Dict.).—Tr. 

2 According to Athen. Deipnos. iv. 10, the kings of Persia required a thou- 
sand oxen a day; and according to Tavernier, in Rosenmiiller’s .1. u. N. Afor- 
genland, iii. pp. 166, 167, five hundred sheep and lambs were slaughtered daily 
for the Sultan’s court. 
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extent of Solomon’s kingdom taking that as his starting-point. 
Solomon’s power only extended to the Euphrates, from Ziphsach 
in the north-east to Gaza in the south-west. MD5NM (crossing, 
from NDB) is Thapsacus, a large and wealthy city on the western 
bank of the Euphrates, at which the armies of the younger 
Cyrus and Alexander crossed the river (Xen. Anab. 1. 4; Arrian, 
Exped. Alex. iii. 7). Gaza, the southernmost city of the Philis- 
tines, the present Guzzeh ; see at Josh. xiii 3. The 72y ‘2D 
773 are the kings of Syria who were subjugated by David 
(2 Sam. viii 6 and x. 19), and of the Philistines (2 Sam. 
vui 1). “And he had peace on all sides round about.” This 
statement does not “most decidedly contradict ch. xi 23 sqq.,” 
as Thenius maintains; for it cannot be proved that according 
to this passage the revolt of Damascus had taken place before 
Solomon’s reign (Ewald and others; see at ch. xi. 23 sqq.).— 
Ver. 25. “Judah and Israel sat in safety, every one under his 
vine and his fig-tree.” This expresses the undisturbed enjoy- 
ment of the costly productions of the land (2 Kings xviii 31), 
and is therefore used by the prophets as 4 figure denoting 
the happiness of the Messianic age (Mic. iv. 4; Zech. iii. 10). 
“From Dan to Beersheba,” as in Judg. xx. 1, ete—Ver. 26. 
This verse is not to be regarded “as a parenthesis according to 
the intention of the editor,” but gives a further proof of the 
peace and prosperity which the kingdom and people enjoyed 
under Solomon. Solomon had a strong force of war chariots 
and cavalry, that he might be able to suppress every attempt on 
the part of the tributary kings of Syria and Philistia to revolt 
and disturb the peace. “Solomon had 4000 racks of horses 
for his chariots, and 12,000 riding horses,” which were kept 
partly in Jerusalem and partly in cities specially built for the 
purpose (ch. ix. 19,x. 26; 2 Chron. i 14, ix 25). o'yarw (40) 
is an old copyist’s error for 7YD°8 (4), which we find in the 
parallel passage 2 Chron. ix. 25, and as we may also infer from 
ch. x. 26 and 2 Chron. 1 14, since according to these pas- 
sages Solomon had 1400 35) or war chariots. For 4000 
horses are a very suitable number for 1400 chariots, though not 
40,000, since two draught horses were required for every war 
chariot, and one horse may have been kept as a reserve. 28 
does not mean a team (Ges.), but a rack or box in a stable, from 
MS, carpere. According to Vegetius,i. 56, in Bochart (Hieroz. i. 
p. 112, ed. Ros.), even in ancient times every horse had its own 
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crib in the stable just as it has now. Bottcher (n. ex. Krit. 
Achrenl. ii. p. 27) is wrong in supposing that there were several 
horses, say at least ten, to one rack. 15° is used collectively 
for “ chariots.”"—Ver. 27. “And” = a still further proof of the 
blessings of peace—‘ those prefects (vers. 7 sqq.) provided for 
king Solomon, and all who came to the king’s table, te. who 
were fed from the royal table, every one his month (see at 
ver. 7), so that nothing was wanting (ver. 28), and conveyed the 
barley (the ordinary food of cattle in Palestine and the southern 
lands, where oats are not cultivated) and the straw for the horses 
and coursers to the place where it ought to be. To We 
by mn the LXX.,, Vulg., and others supply 1229 as the subject: 
wherever the king might stay. This is certainly more in har- 
mony with the imperfect 7%‘ than it would be to supply #274, 
as Bochart and others propose; still it is hardly correct. For 
in that case W327 O°? could only be understood as referring 
to the chariot horses and riding horses, which Solomon kept for 
the necessities of his court, and not to the whole of the cavalry; 
since we cannot possibly assume that even if Solomon changed 
his residence according to the season and to suit his pleasure, 
or on political grounds, as Thenius supposes, though this cannot 
by any means be inferred from ch. ix. 18 and 19, he took 
16,000 horses about with him. But this limitation of the 
clause is evidently at variance with the context, since p’pip> 
von too plainly refer back to ver. 6. Moreover, “if the king 
were intended, he would certainly have been mentioned by 
name, as sO many other subjects and objects have come be- 
tween.” For these reasons we agree with Bottcher in taking 
mm indefinitely : “where it (barley and straw) was wanted, accord- 
ing to the distribution of the horses.” 21 probably denotes a 
very superior kind of horse, like the German Renner (a courser 
or race-horse). DBD YN, every one according to his right, te. 
whatever was appointed for him as right 


Vers. 29-34. SoLomon’s WispomM.—Ver. 29. According to 
His promise in ch. iit 12, God gave Solomon wisdom and very 
much insight and a) 3M, “breadth of heart,” ze a compre- 
hensive understanding, as sand by the sea-shore,—a proverbial 
expression for an innumerable multitude, or great abundance 
(cf. ch. iv. 20, Gen. xli. 49, Josh. xi. 4, etc). 29M signifies 
rather practical wisdom, ability to decide what is the judicious 
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and useful course to pursue; 3127, rather keenness of under- 
standing to arrive at the correct solution of difficult and com- 
plicated problems ; 29 37, mental capacity to embrace the most 
diverse departments of knowledge—vVer. 30. His wisdom was 
greater than the wisdom of all the sons of the East, and all the 
wisdom of the Egyptians, OP ‘33 (sons of the East) are gene- 
rally the Arabian tribes dwelling in the east of Canaan, who 
spread as far as to the Euphrates (cf. Judg. vi 3, 33, vii. 12, 
viii 10, Job 1 3, Isa xi 14, etc). Hence we find 03? x 
used in Gen. xxv. 6 to denote Arabia in the widest sense, on 
the east and south-east of Palestine; whereas in Gen. xxix. 1 
DTP "33 7S signifies the land beyond the Euphrates, viz. Meso- 
potamia, and in Num. xxiii 7, 07? ‘15, the mountains of Meso- 
potamia. Consequently by “the sons of the East” we are to 
understand here primarily the Arabians, who were celebrated for 
their gnomic wisdom, more especially the Sabseans (see at ch. x.), 
including the Idumeans, particularly the Temanites (Jer. xlix. 7 ; 
Obad. 8); but also, as 5» requires, the Chaldeans, who were 
celebrated both for their astronomy and astrology. “Ali the 
wisdom of the Egyptians,” because the wisdom of the Egyptians, 
which was so greatly renowned as almost to have become proverbial 
(cf. Isa. xix. 11, xxxi. 2, and Acts vii. 22; Joseph. Andé. viii. 
2, 9; Herod. it 160), extended over the most diverse branches 
of knowledge, such as geometry, arithmetic, astronomy, and 
astrology (Diod. Sic. i 73 and 81), and as their skill in the 
preparation of ointments from vegetable and animal sources, and 
their extensive acquaintance with medicine, clearly prove, em- 
braced natural science as well, in which Solomon, according to 
ver. 33, was very learned.—Ver. 31. “ He was wiser than all 
men (of his time), than Ethan the Ezrachite and Heman, Chal- 
col and Darda, the sons of Machol.” These four persons are 
most probably the same as the “sons of Zerach” (Ethan, Heman, 
Calcol, and Dara) mentioned in 1 Chron. ii. 6, since the names 
perfectly agree, with the exception of 71 for y1, where the 
difference is no doubt attributable to a copyist’s error; although, 
as the name does not occur again, it cannot be decided whether 
Dara or Darda is the correct form. Heman and Ethan are also 
called Ezrachites (MUN) in Ps. lxxxvi. 1 and Ixxxix. 1; and 
‘MU is another form of ‘M7, the name of the family of Zerach 
the son of Judah (Num. xxvi. 13, 20), lengthened by x» prosthet. 
But they were both Levites—Heman a Korahite of the line of 
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Kohath and a grandson of Samuel (1 Chron. vi. 18, 19), and 
Ethan a Merarite (1 Chron. vi 29-32, xv. 17) and the presi- 
dent of the Levitical vocal choirs in the time of David (1 Chron. 
xv. 19); and Heman was also “the king’s seer in the words of 
God” (1 Chron. xxv. 5). Their Levitical descent is not at 
variance with the epithet Ezrachite. For as the Levite in Judg. 
xvii. 7 is spoken of as belonging to the family of Judah, because 
he dwelt in Bethlehem of Judah, and as Samuel’s father, Elkanah 
the Levite, is called an Ephraimite in 1 Sam.1. 1, because in 
his civil capacity he was incorporated into the tribe of Ephraim, 
so Heman and Ethan are called Ezrachites because they were 
incorporated into the Judean family of Zerach. It by no means 
follows from 1 Chron. it 6 that they were lineal descendants 
of Zerach. The whole character of the genealogical fragment 
contained in 1 Chron. ii. 6 sqq. shows very clearly that it 
does not give the lineal posterity of Zerach with genealogical 
exactness, but that certain persons and households of that family 
who had gained historical renown are grouped together without 
any more precise account of their lineal descent. Calcol and 
Darda (or Dara) are never met with again. It is no doubt to 
these two that the expression ving 3 refers, though it cannot 
be determined whether -iND is a proper name or an appellative 
noun. In support of the appellative meaning, “sons of the 
dance,” in the sense of sacras choreas ducendi periti, Hiller (in the 
Onomast. p. 872) appeals to Eccles. xii. 4, “ daughters of song.” 
—“ And his name was,” 2. he was celebrated, “among all the 
nations round about” (cf. ch. x. 1, 23, 24).—Ver. 32. “ He 
spoke three thousand proverbs, and there were a thousand and 
five of his songs.” Of these proverbs we possess a comparatively 
small portion in the book of Proverbs, probably a selection of 
the best of his proverbs; but of the songs, besides the Song of 
Songs, we have only two psalms, viz. Ps. Ixxii. and cxxvii, which 
have his name, and justly bear it.—Ver. 33. “ And he spoke of 
trees, from the cedar on Lebanon to the hyssop which grows 
upon the wall.” The cedar and hyssop are placed in antithesis, 
the former as the largest and most glorious of trees, the latter as 
the smallest and most insignificant of plants, to embrace the 
whole of the vegetable kingdom. Thenius maintains that by 
38 we are not to understand the true hyssop, nor the Wohl- 
gemuth or Dosten (optyavoy), according to the ordinary view (see 
at Ex. xii 22), because they are neither of them such small 
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plants as we should expect in antithesis to the cedar, but “one 
of the wall-mosses growing in tufts, more especially the ortho- 
trichum saxatile (Oken), which forms a miniature hyssop with its 
lancet-shaped leaves, and from its extreme minuteness furnishes 
a perfect antithesis to the cedar.” There is much to favour this 
view, since we can easily imagine that the Hebrews may have 
reckoned a moss, which resembled the hyssop in its leaves, as 
being itself a species of hyssop—* And of beasts and birds, of 
creeping things and fishes ;” the four principal classes into which 
the Hebrews divided the animal kingdom. Speaking of plants 
and animals presupposes observations and researches in natural 
science, or botanical and zoological studies—Ver. 34. The wide- 
spread fame of his wisdom brought many strangers to Jerusalem, 
and all the more because of its rarity at that time, especially 
among princes. The coming of the queen of Sheba to Jerusalem 
(ch. x.) furnishes a historical proof of this." 


CHAP. V. (V. 15-32). PREPARATIONS FOR BUILDING THE TEMPLE. 


Immediately after the consolidation of his kingdom, Solomon 
commenced the preparations for the building of a temple, first of 
all by entering into negotiations with king Hiram of Tyre, to 
procure from him not only the building materials requisite, 
viz. cedars, cypresses, and hewn stones, but also a skilled work- 
man for the artistic work of the temple (vers. 1-12); and, 
secondly, by causing the number of workmen required for this 
great work to be raised out of his own kingdom, and sending 
them to Lebanon to prepare the materials for the building in 
connection with the Tyrian builders (vers. 13-18).—We have 


1 Greatly as the fame of Solomon's wisdom is extolled in these verses, it 
was far outdone in subsequent times. Even Josephus has considerably adorned 
the biblical accounts in his Antigg. viii. 2, 5. He makes Solomon the author 
not only of 1005 6s3rsce xepl wdiav xai wero», and 300 BiBrous wapaBoray xai 
tixosa», but also of magical books with marvellous contents. Compare the 
extracts from Eupolemus in Eusebii prap. Ev. ix. 31 sqq., the remnants of 
Solomon’s apocryphal writings in Fabricii Cod. apocr. V. T. i. pp. 914 sqq. 
and 1014 sq., the collection of the Talmudical Sagas in Othonis Lez. radb. 
philol. pp. 668 sq., and G. Weil, bibl. Legenden der Mussulmdnner, pp. 225-279. 
According to the Koran (Sure xxvii. vers. 17 sqq.), Solomon understood the 
languages not only of men and demons, but also of birds andants. The Turkish 
literature contains a ‘‘ Book of Solomon,” Suleimanname, consisting of seventy 
volumes, from which v. Hammer (Rosendl, i. p. 147 sqq.) has given extracts. 
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a parallel passage to this in 2 Chron. ii, which agrees with the 
account before us in all the leading points, but differs in many 
of the details, omitting several things which were not essential 
to the main fact, and communicating others which are passed 
over in our account, ¢.g. Solomon’s request that a Tyrian workman 
might be sent. This shows that the two accounts are extracts 
from a common and more elaborate source, the historical materials 
being worked up in a free and independent manner according 
to the particular plan adopted by each of the two authors. 
(For further remarks on the mutual relation of the two narratives, 
see my apologetischer Versuch uber dre Bicher der Chrontk, pp. 216 


q. 

Vers. 1-12. Solomon's negotiationswith Hiram of Tyre.—Ver. 1. 
When king Hiram of Tyre heard that Solomon had been 
anointed king in the place of David, he sent his servants, 4.e. an 
embassage, to Solomon, to congratulate him (as the Syriac cor- 
rectly explains) on his ascent of the throne, because he had been 
a friend of David the whole time (0°D'9-73, ic. as long as both of 
them (David and Hiram) were kings). On Hiram and the length 
of his reign, see the remarks on 2 Sam. v.11. This is passed 
over in the Chronicles as having no essential bearing upon the 
building of the temple——Vers. 2-6. Solomon thereupon com- 
municated to Hiram, by means of an embassy, his intention to 
carry out the building of the temple which his father projected, 
and asked him for building wood from Lebanon for the purpose. 
From the words, “ Thou knowest that my father David could not 
build,” etc., it 1s evident that David had not only been busily 
occupied for a long time with the plan for building a temple, 
but that he had already commenced negotiations with Hiram on 
the matter; and with this 1 Chron, xxii 4 agrees. “To the 
name of Jehovah:” this expression is based upon Deut. xii. 
5 and 11: “the place which the Lord shall choose to put His 
name there, or that His name may dwell there.” The name of 
Jehovah is the manifestation of the divine nature in a visible 
sign as a real pledge of His presence (see at xii. 5), and 
not merely numen Jove quatenus ab hominibus cognoscitur, 
colitur, celebratur (Winer, Thenius). Hence in 2 Sam. vii, to | 
which Solomon refers, M3 *? 7193 (vers. 5 and 7) alternates with 
‘Dv M322 (ver. 13). On the obstacle which prevented it, 
“because of the war, with which they (the enemies) had sur- 
rounded me,” see at 2 Sam. vii. 9 sqq. On the construction, 
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335 with a double accusative, compare the very similar passage, 
Ps. cix. 3, which fully establishes the rendering we have given, 
so that there is no necessity to assume that nonyp, war, stands 
for enemies (Ewald, § 317, 6).—Ver. 4. “ And now Jehovah my 
God has given me rest round about,” such as David never 
enjoyed for a permanency (cf. 2 Sam. vii. 1). “ No adversary 
is there.” This is not at variance with ch. xi. 14, for Hadad’s 
enterprise belonged to a later period (see the comm. on that 
passage). “ And no.evil occurrence:” such as the rebellions of 
Absalom and Sheba, the pestilence at the numbering of the 
people, and other events which took place in David’s reign — 
Ver. 5. “ Behold, I intend to build.” ‘5&8 followed by an infini- 
tive, as in Ex. i. 14, 2 Sam. xxi. 16. “ As Jehovah spake to 
David;” viz. 2 Sam. vii. 12 and 13.—Ver. 6. “And now 
command that they fell me cedars from Lebanon.” We may 
see from ver. 8 that Solomon had also asked for cypresses ; and 
according to the parallel passage 2 Chron. u. 6 sqq., he had 
asked for a skilful artist, which is passed over here, so that it 
is only in ch. vi. 13, 14 that we find a supplementary notice 
that Hiram had sent one. It is evident from this request, that 
that portion of Lebanon on which the cedars suitable for building 
wood grew, belonged to the kingdom of Hiram. The cedar forest, 
which has been celebrated from very ancient times, was situated 
at least two days’ journey to the north of Beirut, near the 
northernmost and loftiest summits of the range, by the village of 
Byerreh, to the north of the road which leads to Baalbek and not 
far to the east of the convent of Canobin, the seat of the patriarch 
of the Maronites, although Seetzen, the American missionaries, 
and Professor Ehrenberg found cedars and cedar groves in other 
places on northern Lebanon (see Rob. Pal. iii. 440, 441, and 
Bibl. Res. pp. 588 sqq.). The northern frontier of Canaan did 
not reach as far as Byjerreh (see at Num. xxxiv. 8, 9). “My 
servants shall be with thy servants,” «. ¢. shall help them in the 
felling of the wood (see at vers. 28, 29). “And the wages of 
thy servants will I give to thee altogether as thou sayest” (see 
at vers. 25, 26). “For thou knowest that no one among us is 
skilful in felling trees like the Sidonians.” This refers to the 
knowledge of the most suitable trees, of the right time for felling, 
and of the proper treatment of the wood. The expression 
Sidonians stands for Pheenicians generally, since Sidon was 
formerly more powerful than Tyre, and that portion of Lebanon 
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which produced the cedars belonged to the district of Sidon. The 
inhabitants of Sidon were celebrated from time immemorial as 
skilful builders, and well versed in mechanical arts (compare Rob. 
Pal. iii. 421 sqq., and Movers, Phenizier, 11. 1, pp. 86 sqq.). 
Hiram rejoiced exceedingly at this proposal on the part of 
Solomon, and praised Jehovah for having given David so wise 
a son as his successor (ver. 21). It must have been a matter 
of great importance to the king of Tyre to remain on good terms 
with Israel, because the land of Israel was a granary for the 
Phoenicians, and friendship with such a neighbour would neces- 
sarily tend greatly to promote the interests of the Phoenician 
commerce. The praise of Jehovah on the part of Hiram does 
not presuppose a full recognition of Jehovah as the only true 
God, but simply that Hiram regarded the God of Israel as being 
as real a God as his own deities. Hiram expresses a fuller 
acknowledgment of Jehovah in 2 Chron. it 11, where he 
calls Jehovah the Creator of heaven and earth; which may be 
explained, however, from Hiram’s entering into the religious 
notions of the Israelites, and does not necessarily involve his 
own personal belief in the true deity of Jehovah—Vers. 8, 9. 
Hiram then sent to Solomon, and promised in writing (332, 
2 Chron, ii, 10) to comply with his wishes. ‘OX ANe’ 7W ny, 
“that which thou hast sent to me,” ze hast asked of me by 
messenger. O'¥/72 are not firs, but cypresses. “ My servants 
shall bring down (the trees) from Lebanon to the sea, and I will 
make them into rafts (7.e. bind them into rafts and have them 
floated) upon the sea to the place which thou shalt send (word) 
to me, and will take them (the rafts) to pieces there, and thou 
wilt take (zc. fetch them thence).” The Chronicles give Ya/o, 
ze. Joppa, Jaffa, the nearest harbour to Jerusalem on the Medi- 
terranean Sea, as the landing-place (see at Josh. xix. 46). 
“ And thou wilt do all my desire to give bread for my house,” 
a.¢. provisions to supply the wants of the king’s court. “ The 
73” mentioned in ver. 6 was also to be paid” (Thenius). This 
is quite correct; but Thenius is wrong when he proceeds still 
further to assert, that the chronicler erroneously supposed this 
to refer to the servants of Hiram who were employed in work- 
ing the wood. There is not a word of this kind in the 
Chronicles ; but simply Solomon’s promise to Hiram (ver. 9): 
“with regard to the hewers (the fellers of the trees), I give thy 
servants wheat 20,000 cors, and barley 20,000 cors, and wine 


CHAP. V. 1-12, 61 


20,000 baths, and oil 20,000 baths.” This is omitted in our 
account, in which the wages promised in ver. 6 to the Sidonian 
fellers of wood are not more minutely defined. On the other 
hand, the payment for the wood delivered by Solomon to Hiram, 
which is not mentioned in the Chronicles, is stated here in ver. 11. 
“ Solomon gave Hiram 20,000 cors of wheat as food (ned, a 
contraction of npoxo, from PON ; ef. Ewald, § 79, 6) for his house 
(the maintenance of his royal court), and 20 cors of beaten oil ; 
this gave Solomon to Hiram year by year,” probably as long as 
the delivery of the wood or the erection of Solomon’s buildings 
lasted. These two accounts are so clear, that Jac. Capp., Gramb., 
Mov., Thenius, and Bertheau, who have been led by critical pre- 
judices to confound them with one another, and therefore to 
attempt to emend the one from the other, are left quite alone. 
For the circumstance that the quantity of wheat, which Solomon 
supplied to Hiram for his court, was just the same as that which 
he gave to the Sidonian workmen, does not warrant our identi- 
fying the two accounts. The fellers of the trees also received 
barley, wine, and oil in considerable quantities ; whereas the 
only other thing which Hiram received for his court was oil, 
and that not common oil, but the finest olive oil, namely 20 
cors of MND fOY, ze. beaten oil, the finest kind of oil, which 
was obtained from the olives when not quite ripe by pounding 
them in mortars, and which had not only a whiter colour, but 
also a purer flavour than the common oil obtained by pressing 
from the ripe olives (cf. Celsii Hierobot. ii. pp. 349 sq., and 
Bahr, Symbolik, i. p. 419). Twenty cors were 200 baths, ze., 
according to the calculations of Thenius, about ten casks (1 cask 
= 6 pails; 1 pail= 72 cans). If we bear in mind that this 
was the finest kind of oil, we cannot speak of disproportion to 
the quantity of wheat delivered. Thenius reckons that 20,000 
cors of wheat were about 38,250 Dresden scheffeln (? sacks).— 
Ver. 12. The remark that “ the Lord gave Solomon wisdom” refers 
not merely to the treaty which Solomon made with Hiram, through 
which he obtained materials and skilled workmen for the erection 
of the house of God (Thenius), but also to the wise use which he 
made of the capacities of his own subjects for this work. For 
this verse not only brings to a close the section relating to 
Solomon’s negotiations with Hiram, but it also forms an intro- 
duction to the following verses, in which the intimation given 
by Solomon in ver. 6, concerning the labourers who were to fell 
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wood upon Lebanon in company with Hiram’s men, is more 
minutely defined. 

Vers. 13-18. The tributary labourers out of Israel_—Vers. 13, 
14. Solomon raised a tribute (0D, tribute-labourers, as in ch. 
iv. 6) out of all Israel, ze. out of the whole nation (not “ out 
of the whole territory of Israel,” as Ewald supposes), 30,000 
men, and sent them up to Lebanon, 10,000 a month in rota- 
tion ; one month they were on Lebanon (doing tribute work), 


ground). oy, from nya, does not mean in tabulas referre, in 
support of which appeal is made to 1 Chron. xxvii. 24, though 
on insufficient ground, but ascendere fecit, corresponding to the 
German ausheben (to raise). He raised them out of the nation, 
to send them up Lebanon (cf. ch. ix. 25). These 30,000 
Israelitish labourers must be distinguished from the remnants 
of the Canaanites who were made into tribute-slaves (ver. 15 
and ch. ix. 20). The latter are called 72) DD, tribute-slaves, in 
ch. ix. 21 as in Josh. xvi 10. That the Israelites were not to 
render the service of bondsmen is evident from the fact, that 
they only rendered tribute for four months of the year, and 
were at home for eight months; and the use of the epithet DD 
is not at variance with this. For even if this word is applied 
elsewhere to the Canaanitish bondsmen (e.g. Josh. xvu. 13, 
Judg. i. 28, 30, and 2 Chron. vii 8), a distinction is decidedly 
made in our account of Solomon between DD and 73) DD, inas- 
much as in ch. ix. 22, after the Canaanitish bondsmen have 
been mentioned, it is expressly stated that “ of Israel Solomon 
made no one a slave” (Tay). The 30,000 Israelitish tribute- 
servants are “to be thought of as free Israelites, who simply 
performed the less severe work of felling trees in fellowship 
with and under the direction of the subjects of Hiram (see at 
ver. 6), according to the command of the king, and probably 
not even that without remuneration” (Thenius). For Adoniram 
see at ch. iv. 6—Ver. 15. And Solomon had 70,000 bearers 
of burdens and 80,000 hewers of stone on the mountains (of 
Lebanon). 2¥" is understood by the older translators as refer- 
ring simply to hewers of stone. This is favoured both by the 
context, since ver. 18 speaks of stone-mason’s- work, and also 
by the usage of the language, inasmuch as 3¥" is mostly applied 
to the quarrying and cutting of stones (Deut. vi. 11; Isa. v. 2; 
Prov. ix. 1; 2 Kings xii, 13), and only occurs in Isa. x. 15 in 
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connection with the cutting of wood. The hewing and prepar- 
ing of the wood were amply provided for by 30,000 Israelites. 
That the 150,000 bearers of burdens and hewers of stone were 
not taken from the Israelites, is evident from the fact that they 
are distinguished from the latter, or at all events are not 
described as Israelites. We obtain certainty on this point from 
the parallel passages, ch. ix. 20, 21, 2 Chron. ii. 16, 17, and 
2 Chron. viii 1-9, according to which Solomon pressed the 
Canaanites who were left in the land to this bond-service— 
Ver. 16. “ Beside (729), ze. without reckoning, the princes, Solo- 
mon’s officers, who were over the work (1¢. the chiefs appointed 
by Solomon as overlookers of the work), 3300, who ruled over 
the people who laboured at the work.” 6°233 "IY, as Thenius 
correctly observes, cannot be the chief of the overlookers, 2.¢. the 
head inspectors, as there is no allusion made to subordinate 
inspectors, and the number given is much too large for head 
inspectors. 0°28), which is governed by “WW in the construct 
state, is to be taken as defining the substantive: principes qui 
prafecti erant (Vatabl. ; cf. Ewald, § 287, a). Moreover, at the 
close of the account of the whole of Solomon’s buildings (ch. 
ix. 23), 550 more 0°2837 "&’ are mentioned as presiding over 
the people who did the work. The accounts in the Chronicles 
differ from these in a very peculiar manner, the number of over- 
seers being given in 2 Chron. ii. 17 as 3600, and in 2 Chron. 
viii 10 as 250. Now, however natural it may be, with the 
multiplicity of errors occurring in numerical statements, to 
assume that these differences have arisen from copyists’ errors 
through the confounding together of numerical letters resem- 
bling one another, this explanation is overthrown as an im- 
probable one, by the fact that the sum-total of the overseers is 
the same in both accounts (3300 + 550 = 3850 in the books of 
Kings, and 3600+250=3850 in the Chronicles); and we 
must therefore follow J. H. Michaelis, and explain the diffe- 
rences as resulting from a different method of classification, 
namely, from the fact that in the Chronicles the Canaanitish 
overseers are distinguished from the Israelitish (viz. 3600 
Canaanites and 250 Israelites), whereas in the books of Kings 
the inferiores ad superiores prefecti are distinguished. Conse- 
quently Solomon had 3300 inferior overseers and 550 superior 
(or superintendents), of whom 250 were selected from the 
Israelites and 300 from the Canaanites. In 2 Chron. ii. 16,17, 
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it is expressly stated that the 3600 were taken from the 032, 
a.c. the Canaanites who were left in the land of Israel And it 
is equally certain that the number given in ch. ix. 23 and 
2 Chron. viii. 10 (550 and 250) simply comprises the super- 
intendents over the whole body of builders, notwithstanding 
the fact that in both passages (ch. v. 16 and ch. ix. 23) the 
same epithet 0°33 "WY is used. If, then, the number of over- 
seers 1s given in ch. ix. 23 as 550, ze. 300 more than in the 
parallel passage of the Chronicles, there can hardly be any doubt 
that the number 550 includes the 300, in which the number 
given in our chapter falls short of that in the Chronicles, and 
that in the 3300 of our chapter the superintendents of Canaan- 
itish descent are not included."—Ver. 17. And the king had 
large, costly stones broken, “ to lay the foundation of the house 
with hewn stones.” Mi7>* does not mean heavy (Thenius), for 
this would be a perfectly superfluous remark, inasmuch as large 
stones are always heavy, but costly, valuable stones, guz malta 
pecunia constabant (Cler.) ; compare ch. x. 2, where the word 
stands for precious stones. ‘78°9, ie to lay the foundation for 
the temple, by which we are to understand not merely the 
foundation for the temple-house, but the magnificent substruc- 
tions for the whole of the temple area, even though the strone 
walls which surrounded the temple mountain, and which Jose- 
phus describes in his Antiguztzes, vill. 3, 9, and xv. 11, 3, and 
in his de Bell. Jud. v. 5,1, may not have been all completed by 
Solomon, but may have been a work of centuries. For further 
rcmarks on this subject, see at ch. vi. 38. M2 ‘238 are squared 
stones, according to ch. vii. 10, of ten and eight cubits. 

With ver. 18 the account of the preparations for the build- 
ing of the temple, which were the object of Solomon’s negotia- 
tions with Hiram, is brought to a close. “ Solomon’s builders 
and Hiram’s builders, even the Giblites, hewed and prepared the 
wood and the stones for the building of the house.” The object 
to DEY i is not the square stones mentioned before, but the trees 

- Ewald (Gesch. iii. p. 292) assumes that ‘‘ by the 550 (1 Kings ix. 23) we 
are to understand the actual superintendents, whereas the 3300 (1 Kings v. 
30) include inferior inspectors as well ; and of the 550 superintendents, 300 
were taken from the Cananeans, so that only 250 (2 Chron. viii. 10) were 
native Hebrews ;” though he pronounces the number 3600 (2 Chron. ii. 17) 
erroneous. Bertheau, on the other hand, in his notes on 2 Chron. viii. 10, 


has rather complicated than elucidated the relation in which the two accounts 
stand to one another. 
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(beams) and stones mentioned after %3°>%, dam is to be taken 
as explanatory, “even the Giblites,” giving a more precise defini- 
tion of “ Hiram’s builders.” The Giblites are the inhabitants 
of the town of Gebal, called Byblos by the Greeks, to the north 
of Beirut (see at Josh. xiii 5), which was the nearest to the 
celebrated cedar forest of the larger Pheenician towns. Accord- 
ing to Ezek. xxvu. 9, the Giblites (Byblians) were experienced 
in the art of shipbuilding, and therefore were probably skilful 
builders generally, and as such the most suitable of Hiram’s 
subjects to superintend the working of the wood and stone for 
Solomon’s buildings. For it was in the very nature of the case 
that the number of the Phcenician builders was only a small 
one, and that they were merely the foremen ; and this may also 
be inferred from the large number of his own subjects whom 
Solomon appointed to the work.’ 


CHAP. VI. BUILDING OF THE TEMPLE. 


The account of the building of the temple commences with a 
statement of the date of the building (ver. 1); and this is fol- 
lowed by a description of the plan and size of the temple-house 
(vers. 2-10), to which there is also appended the divine promise 
made to Solomon during the erection of the building (vers. 11-13). 
After this we have a further account of the internal fittings and 


1 Without any satisfactory ground Thenius has taken offence at the word 
naam, and on the strength of the critically unattested xal iSarov airovs 
of the LXX. and the paraphrastic appecoastas xai suvdycarvres of Josephus, 
which is only introduced to fill in the picture, has altered it into mba, 
‘“‘ they bordered them (the stones).” This he explains as relating to the 
** bevelling ” of the stones, upon the erroneous assumption that the grooving 
of the stones in the old walls encircling the temple area, which Robinson 
(Pal. i. 423) was the first tc notice and describe, ‘‘ occurs nowhere else in pre- 
cisely the same form ;” whereas Robinson found them in the ancient remains 
of the foundations of walls in different places throughout the land, not only 
in the neighbourhood of Jerusalem, viz. at Bethany, but also at Carmel on 
the mountains of Judah, at Hebron, Semua (Esthemoa), Beit Nusib (Nezib), 
on Tabor, and especially in the north, in the old remains of the walls of the 
fortifications es Shukif, Hunin, Banias, Tyrus, Jebail (Byblus), Baalbek, on 
the island of Ruwad (the ancient Aradus), and in different temples on Lebanon 
(see Rob. Pal. ii. 101, 198, 434, 627; iii. 12, 218, 214; and Bibl. Researches, 
p. 229). Bottcher (n. ex. Krit. Aehrenl. ii. p. 32) has therefore properly 
rejected this conjecture as ‘“‘ ill-founded,” though only to put in its place 
another which is altogether unfounded, namely, that before p’)33m) the word 
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decorations of the sanctuary (vers. 14-36), and in ch. vii 1-12 a 
description of the royal palace which was built after the temple ; 
and, finally, a description of the pillars of the court which were 
executed in metal by the Tyrian artist, and of the different vessels 
of the temple (ch. vii 13-51). We have a parallel to this in 
2 Chron. iii and iv., though here the description is differently 
arranged. In the Chronicles the external building of the temple- 
house is not separated from the internal decoration and furnishing; 
but after the period of erection and the size of the temple-house 
have been given in ch. iii. 1-3, there follows a description, #. of 
the court (ver. 4); d. of the Holy Place with its internal decorations 
(vers. 5-7); c. of the Most Holy Place, with special reference to its 
size and decorations, also of the colossal cherubim placed therein 
and the curtain in front of it, which is not mentioned in our account 
(vers. 8-14); d. of the brazen pillars in front of the court (vers. 
15-17); e. of the altar of burnt-offering (ch. iv. 1), which is passed 
over in the account before us; 7. of the brazen sea (vers. 2—5) ; 
g. of the brazen lavers, the golden candlesticks, the tables of shew- 
bread, and the golden basons (vers. 6-8); and A. of the courts 
(ver. 9). The account is then closed with a summary enumera- 
tion of the different vessels of the temple (vers. 10-22), which 
agrees almost word for word with 1 Kings vii 40-50. 


Vers. 1-10. THE OuTSIDE OF THE BUILDING.—Ver. 1. The 
building of the temple, a fixed and splendid house of Jehovah as 


onsn (“ the Tyrians ”) has dropped out. For this has nothing further in its 
favour than the most improbable assumption, that king Hiram gathered 
together the subjects of his whole kingdom to take part in Solomon’s build- 
ings.—The addition of rpia rn, which is added by the LXX. at the end of 
verse, does not warrant the assumption of Thenius and Bottcher, that 

7 wre has dropped out of the text. For it is obvious that the LXX. have 


ais made their addition e conjectura, and indeed have concluded that, as 
the foundation for the temple was laid in the fourth year of Solomon’s reign, 
the preliminary work must have occupied the first three years of his reign. 

1 Of the special works on the subject of the temple, see my pamphlet, Der 
Tempel Salomo's, eine archdologische Untersuchung (Dorp. 1839); and Carl 
Chr. W. F. Bahr, Der Salomonische Tempel mit Beriicksichtigung seines Ver- 
hdltnisses zur heil. Architectur tiberhaupt (Karlsr. 1848). In both of these 
there are critical notices of the earlier investigations and monographs on this 
subject, which have now simply a historical interest. See also the short 
description of the temple in my Bibl. Archdologie, i. § 23 sqq., with sketches 
of the temple building and the principal vessels on Plates 2 and 3, and the 
most recent notice by H. Merz in Herzog’s Cyclopzdia (Art. Temple). | 
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the dwelling-place of His name in the midst of His people, . 
formed an important epoch so far asthe Old Testament kingdom 
of God was concerned, inasmuch as, according to the declaration 
of God made through the prophet Nathan, an end would thereby | 
be put to the provisional condition of the people of Israel in the 
land of Canaan, since the temple was to become a substantial 
pledge of the permanent possession of the inheritance promised 
by the Lord. The importance of this epoch is indicated by the 
fact, that the time when the temple was built is defined not 
merely in relation to the year of Solomon’s reign, but also in rela- 
tion to the exodus of the Israelites out of Egypt. “In the 480th 
year after the exodus of the sons of Israel out of the land of Egypt, 
in the fourth year of Solomon’s reign, in the second month of 
the year, Solomon built the house of the Lord.” The correctness 
of the number 480, as contrasted with the 440th year of the 
LXX. and the different statements made by Josephus, is now 
pretty generally admitted ; and we have already proved at Judg. 
iii 7 that it agrees with the duration of the period of the 
Judges when rightly estimated." The name of the month Zz, 
brilliancy, splendour, probably so called from the splendour of 
the flowers, is explained by the clause, “that is, the second 
month,” because the months had no fixed names before the cap- 
tivity, and received different names after the captivity. The 
second month was called Jyar after the captivity—The place 
where the temple was built is not given in our account, as having 
been sufficiently well known; though it is given in the parallel 


1 In opposition to the hypothesis of Béttcher, which has been repeated by 
Bertheau, viz. that the number 480 merely rests upon the computation of 
12 x 40 years, or twelve generations of forty years each, Thenius himself 
haz observed with perfect justice, that ‘‘where both the year and the month 
of the reign of the king in question are given, the principal number will cer- 
tainly rest upon something more than mere computation ; and if this had not 
been the case, the person making such a computation, if only for the purpose 
of obtaining the appearance of an exact statement, would have made a parti- 
calar calculation of the years of Solomon’s reign, and would have added them 
to the round number obtained, and written ‘in the year 484.” Moreover, the 
introduction to our chapter has something annalisticgn its tone ; and at this 
early period it would be undoubtedly well known, and in a case like the pre- 
sent a careful calculation would be made, how long a time had elapsed since 
the most memorable period of the Israelitish nation had passed by.” Compare 
with this Ed. Preuss (Die Zeitrechnung der LXX., p. 74 8qq.), who has endea- 
voured with much greater probability to show that the alteration made by 
the LXX. into 440 rests upon nothing more than a genealogical combination. 
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text, 2 Chron. iii. 1, namely, “ Mount Moriah, where the Lord had 
appeared to David” at the time of the pestilence, and where 
David had built an altar of burnt-offering by divine command 
(see at 2 Sam. xxiv. 25). 

Vers. 2—4. Plan and dimensions of the temple-house.—The 
measures of the temple-house and its several subdivisions are all 
given in the clear, z.c. as the spaces were seen. The house, z.e. the 
main building of the temple, (lit. as for the house, or shell of the 
building), its length was sixty cubits, its breadth twenty cubits, 
and its height thirty cubits, and that, according to 2 Chron. iii. 3, 
“ after the earlier measure,’ 2.¢. after the old Mosaic or sacred 
cubit, which was a hand-breadth longer, according to Ezek. xl 5 
and xliii. 13, than the civil cubit of the time of the captivity. 
The Mosaic cubit, according to the investigations of Thenius, 
was 214,512 Parisian lines long, ze. 204 Dresden inches, or 
184 Rhenish inches (see at Gen. vi. 10).—Ver. 3. The porch 
(lit. Rall) in the face of (28°, 4. before) the Holy Place of the 
house was twenty cubits long, before (*2B°>y) the breadth of the 
house, ze. it was just the same breadth as the house. The 
longer line, which ran parallel to the breadth of the house, is 
called here 718, the length, though from our point of view we 
should call it the width. And ten cubits was its breadth, zc. 
its depth in front of the house. The height of the court is not 
given in our text; but in 2 Chron. iii. 4 it is said to have been 
120 cubits. This is certainly an error, although Ewald (Gesch.. 
iii. p. 300) still joins with Stieglitz (Baukunst, p. 126, and 
Beitrr. zur Gesch. der Bauk. i. p.'70) in defending its correctness. 
For an erection of such a height as this could not possibly have 
been designated as Den (a hall or porch), but would have been 
called 7-20, a tower. But even a tower of 120 cubits in height 
in front of a temple which was only thirty cubits high, would 
have shown a greater disproportion than our loftiest church 


towers ;* and such a funnel-like erection with a base of only ten 


1 In the Strasburg cathedral and that at Freiburg in Breisgau the pro- 
portion between the height of the tower and that of the church, together with 
the roof, is about 3} tp 1; it is only in the cathedral at Rouen that the pro- 
portion would have been almost 4 to 1 if it had been carried out to the very 
top. At the same time, in making this comparison it must be borne in 
mind that these Gothic towers taper off into slender points, whereas in the 
case of Solomon’s temple we must assume that if the porch was carried up to 
the height supposed, it finished in a flat truncated tower ; and it is this which 
would chiefly occasion the disproportion. 
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cubits in breadth or depth would hardly have possessed sufficient 
stability. We cannot certainly think of an intentional exag- 
geration of the height in the Chronicles, since the other measures 
agree with the account before us; but the assumption that there 
has been a corruption of the text is rendered natural enough by 
many other errors in the numerical statements. This still leaves 
it undecided whether the true height was twenty or thirty cubits ; 
for whereas the Syriac, Arabic, and LXX. (Cod. Al.) have twenty 
cubits, the height of thirty cubits is favoured partly by the 
omission of any statement of the height from our text, which is 
much easier to explain if the porch was of the same height as 
the temple-house than if the heights were different, and partly 
by the circumstance that the side building had an external 
height of twenty cubits, and therefore the porch would not have 
stood out with any especial prominence if its elevation had been 
just the same—Ver. 4. After the account of the proportionate 
spaces in the temple-house, the windows through which it 
received light and air are mentioned. OD’DON D’DpY 2190 does 
not mean fenestra intus late, foris anguste (Chald., Ar., Rabb., 
Luther, and others), but windows with closed beams, 2.e. windows 
the lattice-work of which could not be opened and closed at 
pleasure, as in ordinary dwelling-houses (2 Kings xiii. 17; Dan. 
vi 11). For ODP’ signifies beams overlaid in ch. vii. 4, and 
"PY beams in ch. vii. 5. The opening of the windows was 
probably narrower without than within, as in the older Egyptian 
buildings, as the walls were very strong; and in that case such 
windows would more thoroughly answer their purpose, viz. to 
admit light and air, and let out the smoke, so that the interpre- 
tation given by the Chaldee is most likely founded upon an 
ancient tradition, and is in accordance with the fact, though not 
with the words. It is a disputed point among the commentators 
where the windows were placed: whether merely in the front 
over the porch, provided, that is to say, that this was ten cubits 
lower than the temple-house, or on the side walls above the side 
stories, which were at the most about twenty cubits high, in 
which case the Most Holy Place, which was only twenty cubits 
high, remained quite dark, according to ch. viii. 12. We regard 
the latter view as the correct one, inasmuch as the objections to 
it rest upon assumptions which can be proved to he false. 

Vers, 5-8. The side building—vVer. 5. “ He built against the 
wall of the house an outwork round about (i.e, against the two 
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longer sides and against the hinder wall, and not against the 
front also, where the porch was built), against the walls of the 
house round about, against the Holy Place and the Holy of 
Holies, and he made side chambers round about.” Wy) (written 
constantly 3°? in the Ker) signifies literally stratum, here the 
lower building or outwork erected against the rooms mentioned. 
The word is gen. comm., but so construed that the masculine is 
used in a collective sense to denote the whole of the outworks, 
consisting as they did of three stories, whereas the feminine is 
used for one single story of the building (ver. 6). On this use 
of the masculine and feminine genders to distinguish the whole 
mass and the individual parts, which is very common in Arabic, 
though it is rare in Hebrew, in which the distinction is gene- 
rally expressed by a peculiar feminine form, as for example ‘3# 
a fleet, and "38 a single ship, compare Ewald, Lehrbuch der hebr.. 
Spr. § 175, d, and 176, a, and gramm. crit. ling. arab. i. § 295. 
mapNs does not mean cum parietibus (Seb. Schmidt and J. H. 
Michaelis), but MS is a sign of the accusative, “as for the 
walls,” and introduces the more precise definition  niye¥ 
signifies, both here and in Ezek. xli. 6 sqq., side chambers or 
side stories, from ¥2¥, to incline to one side, hence to limp, te. 
to lean constantly to one side. From this there were derived 
for yox the meanings side, side piece or side wall, eg. of the 
ark, Ex. xxv. 12, 14, etc, of the dwelling, Ex. xxvi 20, 26, ete., 
of the altar, Ex. xxvii 7, 30, etc, the side wall or slope of a 
mountain, 2 Sam. xvi. 13, the side portion of the human body, 
z.e. the rib, Gen. 1. 21, 22, the sides or leaves of a door in ver. 
34 of the present chapter, and when used of buildings, the side 
pieces or portions built out which lean against the main build- 
ing ; and lastly, the idea of a piece which shows a large side, 
ae. & broad plank (ch. vi 15,16). The meaning planks or . 
beams, as it were ribs or rib-work, is unfounded.—vVer. 6. The 
(internal) breadth of the lower side story was five cubits, that 
of the middle one six, and that of the third seven cubits; 
“for he (they) had made shortenings (2c rebates) against the 
house round about on the outside, that (there might be) no 
insertion into the walls of the (temple-) house.” The meaning 
is that rebates were attached against the temple wall, at the 
point where the lower beams of the different side stories were 
to be placed, so that the heads of these beams rested upon the 
rebates and were not inserted in the actual wall of the temple- 
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house. These rebates are called very descriptively nin30, de- 
ductions or contractions of the thickness of the wall We may 
assume that there were four such rebates: three for the three 
floors of the side stories, and one for the roof. It still remains - 
doubtful, however, whether these rebates were merely laid along 
the temple wall, or along the outer wall of the side building as 
well, so as to ensure symmetry and make each of the two walls 
half a cubit thinner or weaker at every rebate. The former is 
the more probable. And accordingly the temple wall was one 
cubit weaker at each rebate, that is to say, in four places If, 
therefore, it stall remained two cubits thick at the top, it must 
have been six cubits thick below. This extraordinary thick- 
ness, however, would be quite im keeping with the remains of 
buildings of great antiquity, the walls of which have generally 
a colossal thickness, and also with the size of the square stones 
of which the wall was constructed, as described in ch. vii. 10. 
—Ver. 7 contains a circumstantial clause, inserted as an ex- 
planation of ver. 6: “The house, (namely) when building, was 
built of perfectly finished stones of the quarry, and hammer 
and axe; no kind of instrument whatever was heard at the 
house when it was building.” yop now ja8 (on the construc- 
tion see Ges. § 114, 1, Erl, and Ewald, § 339, 0) does not mean 
stones quite unhewn, which God had so caused to grow that they 
did not require to be hewn (Theodoret); for although D228 
nino’ is used in Deut. xxvii. 6 (compare with Ex. xx. 25) to 
signify uninjured, ze. unhewn stones, yet this meaning is pre- 
cluded here by the context (cf. v. 32). now signifies finished 
here, that is to say, stones which were so perfectly tooled and 
prepared when first broken in the quarry, that when the temple 
walls were built no iron instruments were required to prepare 
them any further. {%3, an axe, here a stone-mason’s cutting 
tool corresponding to the axe——TIn ver. 8 the description of the 
side buildidg is continued. “A door (ANB, an opening for the 
entrance) to the middle side chamber (of the lower story) was 
on the right side (the southern side) of the house, and a wind- 
ing staircase led up into the middle (room of the middle story) 
and out of the middle into the third rooms,” 7.e. the rooms of the 
third story. This is the rendering according to the Masoretic 
text ; and the only thing that appears strange is the use of 
nS‘AN first of all for the middle room of the lower story and 
then for the middle story ; and the conjecture is a very natural 


72 THE FIRST BOOK OF KINGS. 


one, that the first "25°75 may have been an error of the pen 
for MANA, in which case youn does not signify the side room, 
but is used in a collective sense for the row of side rooms in 
one story, as in Ezek. xli. 5,9, 11. That this door was made 
from the outside, z.e. in the outer wall of the side building, and 
did not lead into the side rooms “ from the interior of the Holy 
Place,” would hardly need a remark, if Bottcher (Proben alttesti. 
Schrifterkl. p. 339) and Schnaase (Gesch. der bildenden Kinste, 
Bd. 1) had not really supported this view, which is so 
thoroughly irreconcilable with the dignity of the sanctuary.’ 
The only question is, whether it was made in the middle of 
the right side or in the front by the side of the porch. If 
the Masoretic text is correct, there is no doubt about the former. 
But if we read T2ANAN, the text leaves the question undecided. 
The winding staircase was not constructed in the outer wall 
itself, because this was not thick enough for the purpose, and 
the text states pretty clearly that it led from the lower story 
into the middle one, and thence still higher, so that it was in 
the centre of the building. 

In vers. 9 and 10 the description of the exterior of the 
temple building is brought to a close. “So he built the house, 
and finished it, and covered the house with beams and boards 
of cedar.” 15D" is not to be understood as relating to the 
internal panelling of the temple-house, for this is spoken of 
first in the section which follows (ver. 15), but to the roofing; 
#20 means to conceal (Deut. xxxiii. 21) and cover in all the 
other passages, even in Hag.1. 4 and Jer. xxii. 14, where fBD is 
generally, though incorrectly, translated “ panelled.” As a verb 
signifying clothing, it is construed with the accusative. 0°23 does 
not mean boards, but beams, though not “an arched covering” 
(Thenius), because beams cut in the form of an arch would have 
been too weak in the middle, nor yet rafters (Bottcher), because 
the roofs of oriental buildings are flat. Oma nw’, “ rows, «. ¢. 
tablets (consisting) of cedars,” 7.¢. cedar tablets, which were 
inserted in rows between the beams. This cedar-work was cer- 
tainly provided with a strong covering to protect the roof and 
the building itself against rain ; and at the sides it had no doubt 
a parapet, as in the case of dwelling-houses (Deut. xxii. 8).— 

1 The perfectly groundless assumption of Thenius, that the outer building 


had most probably an inner door as well, which connected it with the temple, 
does just as much violence to the decorum of the Holy Place. 
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Ver. 10. “ And he built the outbuildings to the whole house 
(z.e. all round the temple-house, with the exception of the front : 
see ver. 5); five cubits was its height,” ze. the height of each 
story, the suffix in indip being made to agree with 44° through 
an inaccuracy which has arisen from condensation, although, as 
in ver. 5, it denotes the whole of the side buildings, which 
consisted of three stories. The height given must also be 
understood as referring to the height within. Consequently 
the side buildings had an internal height of 3 x 5 cubits, and 
reckoning the floorings and the roof of the whole building an 
external height of 18 or 20 cubits; so that the temple-house, 
which was thirty cubits high within and about thirty-two with- 
out, rose about twelve or fourteen cubits above the side building, 
and there was plenty of room for the windows in the side walls. 
‘in mN": “and it (the side building) held to the house with 
cedar beams.” The meaning is, that the building was fastened 
to the house by the joists of the cedar beams belonging to the 
different stories, which rested upon rebates of the temple wall, 
so that it was firmly attached to the temple-house, without any 
injurious insertions into the sanctuary itself. This is apparently 
the only explanation, that can be grammatically sustained, of 
words that have received such different interpretations. For 
the translation given by Thenius, which coincides with this,— 
viz. “ he fastened it (each separate story of the building) to the 
temple-house with cedar wood, namely, with the cedar beams 
which formed the flooring and roofing of the three stories,’—1is 
exposed to this grammatical objection, that the suffix is wanting 
in ‘AN, and that IN is never followed by NX in the sense of with. 
All the other explanations are unsuitable. ‘AX signifies neither 
“he covered the house” (Chald., Vulg., Luther), nor “he over- 
laid the house ;” moreover, the roofing of the house has been 
already mentioned in ver. 9, and there is no trace to be found 
of any overlaying or covering of the outside with cedar wood. 
If, therefore, we reckon the thickness of the temple wall at 
six cubits, and that of the outer wall of the side building and 
the front wall of the porch at three cubits each, the whole build- 
ing would be ninety-three cubits long (externally) and forty-eight 
cubits broad. The height of the temple-house was about thirty- 
two cubits externally, and that of the side stories from eighteen 
to twenty cubits, without the socle upon which the whole build- 
ing rested. This is not mentioned indeed, as being a subordinate 
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matter, but would certainly not be omitted! The number of 
rooms in the side buildings is not given, but may be set down 
at thirty in each story, if their length corresponded to their 
breadth in the lower story. These rooms had of course win- 
dows, although they are not mentioned in the account, but each 
one would have only a small window snfficient to give it the 
Tequisite light. And as to the number of the temple windows 
also, we can simply make conjectures. We can hardly assume 
that there were more than six on each side, and there were 
probably none at the back. 


Vers. 11-13. Promisz or GoD DURING THE BUILDING OF THE 
TEMPLE—In what way this promise was communicated to Solo- 
mon is not more precisely stated. But the expression “ And the 
word of Jehovah came” seems to point to a prophetic medium. 
And this is in harmony with ch. ix. 2, according to which Jehovah 
only revealed Himself to Solomon twice by an actual appearance. 
—Ver. 12. ‘21°37 is placed at the head absolutely: “ As for the 
house which thou art building (725, a participle), if thou walkest 
in my statutes, . . . I will set up my word, which I spake to thy 
father David.” The reference is to the promise in 2 Sam. vii 12 
sqq. of the everlasting establishment of his throne. God would 
fulfil this for Solomon if he would walk in the commandments of 
the Lord, as his father had already urged upon him when he 
handed over the kingdom (ch. ii. 3). The promise in ver. 13, “I 
will dwell in the midst of the children of Israel,’ does not contain 
a second promise added to the one given in 2 Sam. vii. 12 sqq., 
but simply a special application of it to the building of the temple 
which had already been commenced. The eternal establishment 

1 Thenius, on the other hand, reckons the length of the whole building at 
a hundred cubits and its breadth at fifty-two, because, on the unfounded as- 
sumption that the temple in Ezekiel’s vision was simply a copy of Solomon's 
temple, he sets down the thickness of the temple wall in front and along the 
two sides at six cubits, and that of the hinder wall at seven. Moreover, he 
not only reckons the internal length of the house at sixty-two cubits, in 
opposition to the statement in the text, that the length of the house (which 
was divided into the Holy Place and the Holy of Holies) was sixty cubits; 
but in opposition to ver. 16, according to which the Holy Place and the Holy 
of Holies were separated by boards of cedar, he assumes that there was a wall 
of two cubits in thickness between the Holy Place and the Holy of Holies, ac- 
cording to Ezek. xli.8; and, lastly, for no other reason than the wish to get the 
round number 100, he takes for granted that the hinder wall of the temple 
was a cubit thicker than that on the other sides. 
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of the throne of David imvolved the dwelling of God. among His 
people, or rather is founded upon it. This dwelling of God is now 
to receive a new and lasting realization. The temple is to be a 
pledge that the Lord will maintain for His people His covenant of 
grace and His gracious presence. In this respect the promise, “I 
will dwell in the midst of the children of Israel, and not forsake 
my people Israel,” is a confirmation of the word which Jehovah 
had spoken to David, although, so far as the actual words are con- 
cerned, it is more closely connected with Lev. xxvi. 11, when the 
highest blessing attendant upon the faithful observance of the 
commandments of God is summed up in the promise, “I will 
make my abode among you, and my soul will not despise you.” 


Vers. 14-35. Tue INTERNAL ARRANGEMENTS OF THE TEMPLE- 
HoUSE— Vers. 14-22. Internal covering of the house, and divi- 
ston tnto Holy and Most Holy.—Ver. 14 (cf. ver. 9) resumes the 
description of the building of the temple, which had been inter- 
rupted by the divine promise just communicated.—Ver. 15. “ He 
built (4c, so far as the sense is concerned, he covered) the walls 
of the house within with boards of cedar; from the floor of the 
house to the walls of the ceiling he overlaid it with wood within, 
and overlaid the floor with cypress boards.” The expression ni1'P 
yO, “ walls of the ceiling,” is very striking here, and renders 
it probable that Nip is only a copyist’s error for ninip, “ beams 
of the ceiling.” The whole of the inside of the house was 
covered with wood, so that nothing was to be seen of the stone 
wall (ver. 18). On the other hand, the biblical text knows 
nothing of any covering of the outer walls also with wood, as 
a have assumed.—Vers. 16, 17. “And he built On@rnK 

WOx, the twenty cubits (7c. the space of twenty cubits), of the 
indent side of the house with boards of cedar,” from the floor 
to the beams (of the roof). Nivp~I7Y is to be explained from 
on Nip Win ver. 15. “And built them for it (the house 
—iS pointing back to 37) into the hinder room, into the Most 
Holy.” 21 is more precisely defined by the apposition YP 
D'v71p7, and therefore denotes the Most Holy Place. But there is 
a doubt as to its derivation and true meaning. Aquila and 
Symmachus render it ypnuatiornptov, Jerome AaAnTHpvoy, or in 
the Vulg. oraculum, so that they derive it from 134, to speak; 
and Hengstenberg adopts this derivation in Ps. xxviii 2: V4, 
lit. that which is spoken, then the place where the speaking 
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takes place. Most of the more recent commentators, on the 
other hand, follow the example of C. B. Michaelis and J. Simonis, 
and render it, after the Arabic, the hinder portion or back room, 
which is favoured by the antithesis "2B? 530, the front sanctuary 
(ver. 17). The words of the text, moreover, are not to be under- 
stood as referring to a cedar wall in front of the Most Holy Place 
which rose to the height of twenty cubits, but to all four walls of the 
Most Holy Place, so that the wall which divided the hinder room 
from the Holy Place is not expressly mentioned, simply because 
it is self-evident. The words also imply that the whole of the 
hinder space of the house to the length of twenty cubits was cut 
off for the Most Holy Place, and therefore the party wall must 
also have filled the whole height of the house, which was as 
much as thirty cubits, and reached, as is expressly stated, from 
the floor to the roof. There remained therefore forty cubits of 
the house (in length) for "2BD $31, the front palace, ze. the 
Holy Place of the temple (ver. 177). *2Bd, anterior, formed from 
"282 (cf. Ewald, § 164, a).—In ver. 18 there is inserted in a 
circumstantial clause the statement as to the internal decoration 
of both rooms; and the further description of the Most Holy 
Place is given in vers. 19 sqq. “And cedar wood was (placed) 
against the house inside, sculpture of gourds (colocynthides) and 
open buds.” ny2po is in apposition to MS, containing a more 
minute description of the nature of the covering of cedar. ny2po 
signifies sculpture, half-raised work (basso relievo) ; not, however, 
“that kind of bas-relief in which the figures, instead of rising 
above the surface on which they are wrought, are simply sepa- 
rated from it by the chiselling out of their outlines, and their 
being then rounded off according to these outlines” (Thenius). 
For although the expression niyopp ‘RAB (ver. 29) appears to 
favour this, yet “merely engraved work” does not harmonize 
with the decorations of the brazen stands in ch. vii. 31, which 
are also called niy2pp. oO'ypB are figures resembling the Mypa, 
or wild gourds (2 Kings iv. 39), <e. oval ornaments, probably 
running in straight rows along the walls. O'¥¥ "305 are open 
flower-buds; not hangings or garlands of flowers (Thenius), for 
this meaning cannot be derived from 168 in the sense of loosen- 
ing or setting free, so as to signify flowers loosened or set free 
(= garlands), which would be a marvellous expression! The 
objection that, “according to Num. xvii. 23, flowers not yet 
opened, ze. flower-buds, were not D'¥¥, but Ov,” rests upon a 
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false interpretation of the passage referred to.—Ver. 19. “ And 
(= namely) he prepared a hinder room in the house within, to 
place the ark of the covenant of Jehovah there.” jAN, as ch. 
xvii. 14 shows, is not a future (ut reponeres), but the infinitive nA 
with a repeated syllable 1) (see Ewald, § 238, c).—Ver. 20. “ And 
the interior of the hinder room was twenty cubits the length, 
twenty cubits the breadth, and twenty cubits its height.” The 
word "2B? I agree with Kimchi in regarding as the construct 
state of the noun 0°59, which occurs again in ver. 29 in the 
sense of the inner part or interior, as is evident from the 
antithesis jiv‘n? (on the outside). “And he overlaid it with 
fine gold.” W330 nt (= 30 in Job xxviii. 15) unquestionably 
signifies fine or costly gold, although the derivation of this 
meaning is still questionable ; viz. whether it is derived from 73D 
in the sense of to shut up, ze. gold shut up or carefully pre- 
served, after the analogy of 53 ; or is used in the sense of taking 
out or selecting, zc. gold selected or pure; or in the sense of 
closed, z.e. gold condensed or unadulterated (Fiirst and Delitzsch 
on Job xxvii. 15). 

The Most Holy Place had therefore the form of a perfect 
cube in the temple as well as in the tabernacle, only on an 
enlarged scale. Now, as the internal elevation of the house, 2. 
of the whole of the temple-house, the hinder portion of which 
formed the Most Holy Place, was thirty cubits, there was a space 
of about ten cubits in height above the Most Holy Place and 
below the roof of the temple-house for the upper rooms men- 
tioned in 2 Chron. iii. 9, on the nature and purpose of which 
nothing is said in the two accounts.’ “ And he overlaid (clothed) 
the altar with cedar wood.” There is something very striking 
in the allusion to the altar in this passage, since the verse itself 
treats simply of the Most Holy Place; and still more striking 
is the expression 33D We nae, “the altar belonging to the 
Debir,” in ver. 22, since there was no altar in the Most Holy 


1 This upper room does not presuppose, however, that the party wall, which 
follows as a matter of course from ver. 16, was not merely a cedar wall, but 
a wall two cubits thick. The supposed difficulty of setting up a cedar wall 
thirty cubits high is not so great as to necessitate assumptions opposed to 
the text. For we cannot possibly see why it could not have been made secure 
“without injuring the temple wall.” The wood panelling must have been 
nailed firmly to the wall without injuring the wall itself; and therefore this 
could be done just as well in the case of the cedar beams or boards of the 


party wall. 
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Place. We cannot remove the strangeness of these sentences 
by such alterations as Thenius and Bottcher propose, because 
the alterations suggested are much too complicated to appear 
admissible. The allusion to the altar in both these verses is 
rather to be explained from the statements in the Pentateuch as 
to the position of the altar of incense; viz. Ex. xxx. 6, “Thou 
shalt place it before the curtain, which is above the ark of the 
testimony before the capporeth over the testimony ;” and Ex. 
xl. 5, “before the ark of the testimony ;” whereby this altar, 
although actually standing “before the inner curtain,” ¢.e. in the 
Holy Place, according to Ex. xl. 26, was placed in a closer rela- 
tion to the Most Holy Place than the other two things which 
were in the Holy Place. The clothing of the altar with cedar 
presupposes that it had a heart of stone; and the omission of 
the article before "3! may be explained on the ground that it 
is mentioned here for the first time, just as in ver. 16, where 
V3" was first mentioned, it had no article—Ver. 21. To the 
gilding of the Most Holy Place, and the allusion to the altar of 
incense, which in a certain sense belonged to it, there is now 
appended in ver. 21 the gilding of the Holy Place. “Solomon 
overlaid the house from within with fine gold.” wap n‘an 
cannot be the party wall between the Holy Place and the Most 
Holy, as I formerly supposed, but is the Holy Place as distin- 
guished from the Most Holy. The following words i) 73¥) are 
very obscure. If we rendered them, “he caused to pass over in 
(with) golden chains before the hinder room,” we could only 
think of an ornament consisting of golden chains, which ran 
along the wall in front of the hinder room and above the fold- 
ing doors. But this would be very singularly expressed. We 
must therefore take 13), as Gesenius, de Wette, and many of 
the earlier commentators do, according to the Chaldean usage 
in the sense of bolting or fastening: “he bolted (fastened) with 
golden chains before the hinder room;” and must assume with 
Merz and others that the doors into the Most Holy Place (except 
on the day of atonement) were closed and fastened with golden 
chains, which were stretched across the whole breadth of the 
door and stood out against the wall.’—The following expres- 


? The conjecture of Thenius, that n3“Bi-ns (the curtain) has dropped out 
of the text and should be restored iG he carried the curtain across with 
golden chains”), is very properly described by Merz as “certainly unten- 
able,” since, apart from the fact that not one of the older versions contains 
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sion, 2% WEY, “and he overlaid it with gold,” can only refer to 
the altar mentioned in the previous verse, the gilding of which 
has not yet been noticed, however surprising the separation of 
these words from ver. 20 may be.—In ver. 22 what has already 
been stated with regard to the gilding is repeated once more in 
a comprehensive manner, which brings this subject to a close. 
The whole house (M372) is the Holy Place and the Most Holy, 
but not the porch or hall, as this is expressely distinguished from 
the house. 2782, the whole altar, not merely a portion of it. 
Vers. 23-28. The large cherub-figures in the Most Holy Place. 
—vVer. 23. He made (caused to be made) in the hinder room 
two cherubs of olive wood, 2.¢. wood of the oleaster or wild olive- 
tree, which is very firm and durable, and, according to 2 Chron. 
iii. 10, D'y¥yY NYYD, ac, according to the Vulgate, opus statu- 
artium, a peculiar kind of sculpture, which cannot be more 
precisely defined, as the meaning of #¥ is uncertain. “ Ten 
cubits was the height of it” (7.e. of the one and of the other). 
The figures had a human form, like the golden cherubs upon 
the ark of the covenant, and stood upright upon their feet 
(2 Chron. ii. 13), with extended wings of five cubits in length, 
so that one wing of the one reached to one wing of the other in 
the centre of the room, and the other wing of each reached to 
the opposite wall, and consequently the four extended wings filled 
the entire breadth of the Most Holy Place (a breadth of twenty 
cubits), and the two cherubs stood opposite to oné another and 
ten cubits apart. The wings were evidently fastened to the 
back and placed close to one another upon the shoulder-blades, 
so that the small space between their starting-points is not 
taken into consideration in the calculation of their length. 
The figures were completely overlaid with gold. The ark of 
the covenant was placed between these cherubs, and under the 
wings which pointed towards one another. As they were made 
like those upon the ark, they had evidently the same meaning, 
and simply served to strengthen the idea which was symbol- 
ized in the cherub, and which we have expounded in the Com- 


the missing words, chains would have impeded the moving of the curtain. It 
is true that, according to 2 Chron. iii. 14, there was a curtain before the Most 
Holy Place ; but as it is not mentioned so early as this even in the Chronicles, 
this would not be its proper position in the account before us, but it would be 
most suitably mentioned either in connection with or after the reference to 
the doors of the Most Holy Place in vers. 31 and $2. 
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mentary on Ex. xxv. 20 sqq. Only their faces were not turned 
towards one another and bent down towards the ark, as in the 
case of the golden cherubim of the ark; but, according to 
2, Chron. iii, 13, they were turned 729, towards the house, i.e. 
the Holy Place, so as to allow of the extension of the wings 
along the full length of the Most Holy Place. 

Vers. 29-35. Ornaments of the walls ; the floors and doors.— 
Ver. 29. All the walls of the house (the Holy Place and the 
Most Holy) round about (300, adverb) he made engraved work 
(carving) of cherubs, palms, and open flowers from within to the 
outside (t.e. in the Most Holy as well as in the Holy Place). 
a p= ON .. 10; and pp) as in ver. 20. This completes the 
account of the nature of the covering of wood. In addition to the 
oval figures and open flowers (ver. 18), there were also figures of 
cherubim and palm-trees carved in the wooden panels. Nothing 
is said as to the distmbution of these figures. But a comparison 
with Ezek. xli. 18 shows at any rate so much, that the palm- 
trees alternated with the cherubs, so that there was always one 
cherub standing between two palm-trees. The gourd-shaped 
figures and the open flowers probably formed the upper and 
lower setting of the rows of palms and cherubs, the flowers 
hanging in the form of garlands above the palms and cherubs, 
and the rows of gourds arranged in bars constituting the boun- 
dary lines both above and below. It is a disputed question 
whether there was only one row of palms and cherubs running 
round the walls, or whether there were two, or possibly even 
three. There is more probability in the second or third of 
these assumptions than in the first, inasmuch as on the walls of 
the Egyptian temples there were often three or four rows of 
mythological characters in relief arranged one above another 
(compare my work on the Temple, pp. 70 sqq.).—Ver. 30. The 
floor of the house he overlaid with gold within and without, 
z.e.in the Most Holy Place and in the Holy Place also.—Vers. 
31,32. He made the entrance to the back room, doors (z.c. consist- 
ing of doors ; ef. Ewald, § 284, a, 8) of olive wood, which moved, 
according to ch. vii. 50, on golden hinges. 3) 9°89, “ the pro- 
jection of the door-posts was a fifth” (nintd is construed freely 
as an explanatory apposition to ONT, to which it is really sub- 
ordinate; cf. Ewald, § 290, ¢). These obscure words, which have 
been interpreted in very different ways (see Ges. Zhes. pp. 43 8q.), 
can hardly have any other meaning than this: the projecting 
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framework of the doors occupied the fifth part of the breadth of 
the wall. For the explanation given by Bottcher and Thenius, 
“the entrance framework with posts of fifth strength,” has no real 
support in Ezek. xli. 3. To justify the rendering given to M'Won 
(fifth strength), OND is supplied, though not in the sense of pro- 
jection, but in the thoroughly unwarranted sense of strength or. 
thickness of the wall; and in addition to this, a wall two cubits 
thick is postulated between the Holy Place and the Most Holy 
Place, in direct contradiction to ver.16. The further evidence, 
which Thenius finds in ch. viii. 8, in support of this explanation, 
has been already rejected by Béttcher as unsustained. It would 
indeed be extremely strange for the thickness of the door- 
posts which formed the setting of the entrance to be given, 
whereas nothing is said about the size of the doors. According 
to our explanation, “a fifth of the breadth of the wall,” the 
entrance was four cubits broad including the projecting door- 
posts, and each of the two wings of the folding doors about a 
cubit and a half broad, if we reckon the projecting framework 
on either side at half’ a cubit in breadth——Ver. 32. “ And two — 
doors (i.e. folding doors, sc. he made; ‘AWA is also governed by 

nmvy in ver. 31) of olive wood, and carved upon them carved 
work,” etc., as upon the walls (ver. 29), “and overlaid them with 
gold, spreading the gold upon the cherubs and palms” (", Aiphil 
of TT), «2 he spread gold-leaf upon them, so that, as Rashi 
observes, all the figures, the elevations and depressions of the 
carved work, were impressed upon the coating of gold-leaf, and 
were thus plainly seen. Thenius infers from this explanatory 
clause, that the gilding upon the walls and doors was most pro- 
bably confined to the figures engraved, and did not extend over 
the whole of the walls and doors, because, if the doors had been 
entirely overlaid with gold, the gilding of the carved work upon 
them would have followed as a matter of course. But this in- 
ference is a very doubtful one. For if it followed as a matter 
of course from the gilding of the entire doors that the carved 
work upon them was overlaid with gold, it would by no means 
follow that the overlaying was such as to leave the carved work 
visible or prominent, which this clause affirms. Moreover, a par- 
tial gilding of the walls would not coincide with the expression 
n’an~>2 DA“ in ver. 22, since these words, which are used with 
emphasis, evidently affirm more than “that such (partial) gilding 
was carried out everywhere throughout the temple proper.” 

F 
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The doors in front of the Most Holy Place did not render the 
curtain mentioned in 2 Chron. ii 14 unnecessary, as many 
suppose. This curtain may very well have been suspended 
within the doors; so that even when the doors were opened 
outwards on the entrance of the high priest, the curtain formed 
@ second covering, which prevented the priests who were 
ministering in the Holy Place and court from looking in.\— 
Vers. 33, 34. “ And thus he made upon the door of the Holy 
Place posts of olive wood from a fourth (of the wall),” 2a 
@ framework which occupied a fourth of the breadth of the 
wall, or was five cubits broad (see at. ver. 31), “and two doors 
of cypress wood, two leaves each door turning,” «¢. each of the 
folding doors consisting of two leaves, each of which was made 
to turn by itself, so that it could be opened and shut alone 
(without the other ; p yop is probably only a copyist’s error for 
Dyes), Cypress wood was chosen for the folding doors of the 
Holy Place, and not olive wood, as in the case of the Most 
Holy Place, probably because it is lighter in weight, and there- 
fore less likely to sink It is questionable here what idea 
we are to form of the division of each folding door into two 
leaves, each of which turned by itself: whether we are to think 
of each wing as divided lengthwise into two narrow leaves, or 
as divided half way up, so that the lower half could be opened 
without the upper. I agree with Merz in thinking the latter 
the more probable assumption; for the objection made by 
Thenius, on the ground that doors of this kind are only seen in 
the houses of the peasantry, is an idle assertion which cannot 
be proved. In a doorway of five cubits in breadth, after rec- 
koning the doorposts the width of the two wings could not be 
more than two cubits each And if such a door had been 
divided into two halves, each half would have been only one 
cubit wide, so that when open it would not have furnished the 
requisite room for one man conveniently to pass through. On 
the other hand, we may assume that a folding door of four 
cubits in breadth, if made in just proportions, would be eight 
cubits high, And a door of such a height might easily be 


1H. Merz (Herzog’s Cycl.) now admits this, whereas he formerly agreed 
with Ewald and others in denying the existence of the curtain in Solomon’s 
temple, and regarded the curtain (veil) in Matt. xxvii. 51, 52 as an arbitrary 
addition made by Herod out of his princely caprice, thus overlooking the 
deep symbolical meaning which the veil or curtain possessed. 
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divided into two halves, so that only the lower half (of two 
cubits in breadth and about four in height) was opened for the 
daily entrance of the priests into the Holy Place. These doors 
probably opened outwards, like those in front of the Most 
Holy Place—Ver. 35. Carving and gilding: as upon the doors 
before the hinder room. The gold was levelled or smoothed 
over that which had been engraved, ze. it was beaten out thin 
and laid upon the carving in such a manner that the gold plate 
fitted closely to the figures. Gilding was generally effected in 
ancient times by the laying on of gold plate, which was fas- 
tened with tacks (compare 2 Chron. ii. 9). 

Ver. 36. The courts—“ He built the inner court three rows 
of hewn stones and one row of hewn cedar beams.” The eprthet 
inner court applied to the “court of the priests” (2 Chron. iv. 9) 
presupposes an outer one, which is also mentioned in 2 Chron. 
iv. 9, and called “the great court.” The inner one is called 
the wpper (higher) court in Jer. xxxvi. 10, from which it fol- 
lows that it was situated on a higher level than the outer one, 
which surrounded it on all sides. It was enclosed by a low 
wall, consisting of three rows of hewn stones, or square stones, 
laid one upon another, and a row of hewn cedar beams, which 
were either laid horizontally upon the stones, after the analogy 
of the panelling of the temple walls on the inside, or placed: up- 
right so as to form a palisading, in order that the people might 
be able to see through into the court of the priests. According 
to 2 Chron. iv. 9, the outer court had gates lined with brass, 
so that it was also surrounded with a high wall Around it 
there were chambers and cells (2 Kings xxiii. 11; Jer. xxxv. 4, 
xxxvi 10) for the priests and Levites, the plans for which had 
already been made by David (1 Chron. xxviii. 12), The prin- 
cipal gate was the east gate (Ezek. xi. 1). Other gates are men- 
tioned in 2 Kings xi. 6, 2 Chron. xxiii. 5, Jer. xx. 2, 2 Kings 
xii 10, 2 Chron. xxiv. 8. The size of these courts is not given. 
At the same time, following the analogy of the tabernacle, and 
with the reduplication of the rooms of the tabernacle which is 
adopted in other cases in the temple, we may set down the 
length of the court of the priests from east to west at 200 
cubits, and the breadth from south to north at 100 cubits; so 
that in front of the temple-building on the east there was a 
space of 100 cubits in length and breadth, or 10,000 square 
cubits, left free for the altar of burnt-offering and the other 
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vessels, in other words, for the sacrificial worship. The outer 
or great court will therefore, no doubt, have been at least twice 
as large, namely, 400 cubits long and 200 cubits broad, 7.¢, in 
all, 80,000 square cubits; so that the front space before the 
cotrt of the priests (on the eastern side) was 150 cubits long 
from east to west, and 200 cubits broad from south to north, 
and 50 cubits in breadth or depth still remained for the other 
three sides. 

Vers. 37, 38. The time consumed in building—The founda- 
tion was laid in the fourth year in the month Ziv (see ver. 1), 
and it was finished in the eleventh year in the month Bul, ie. 
the eighth month, so that it was built in seven years, or, more 
precisely, seven years and a half, “ according to all its matters 
and all its due.” ‘:3 for a2 signifies proventus ; ha nm is there- 
fore the fruit month, the month of tree fruits. The name pro- 
bably originated with the Phenicians, with whom the fruit 
ripened later; and it is said to be found upon the great Sidonian 
inscription (compare Dietrich on Ges. Lez. s.v.). For other expla- 
nations see Ges. Thes. p. 560. In comparison with other large 
buildings of antiquity,’ and also of modern times, the work was 
executed in a very short time. But we must bear in mind that 
the building was not a very large one, notwithstanding all its 
splendour; that an unusually large number of workmen were 
employed upon it; and that the preparation of the materials, 
more especially the hewing of the stones, took place at Lebanon, 
and for the most part preceded the laying of the foundation of 
the temple, so that this is not to be included in the seven years 
and a half. Moreover, the period mentioned probably refers to 
the building of the temple-house and court of the priests only, 
and to the general arrangement of the outer court, and does not 
include the completion of the underground works which were 
necessary to prepare the space required for them, and of which 
only a portion may have been carried out by Solomon.’ 

1 According to Pliny (H. N. 86, c. 14), all Asia was building at the cele- 
brated temple of Diana at Ephesus for 220 years. 

2The account given by Josephus of these substructures does not show 
very clearly how much originated with Solomon, and how much belongs to 
the following centuries. At the close of his description of Solomon's temple 
(Ant. viii. 8, 9), he states that, in order to obtain the same level for the sZade» 
lepcv, t.e. the outer court of the temple, as that of the vad;, he had large 
valleys filled up, into which it was difficult to look down on account of their 
depth, by raising the ground to the height of 400 cubits, so as to make them 
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The importance of the temple is clearly expressed in ch. viii. 
13, 27, ix. 3, 2 Chron. vi. 2, and other passages. It was to be 
a house built as the dwelling-place for Jehovah, a place for His 
seat for ever; not indeed in any such sense as that the house 
could contain God within its space, when the heavens of heavens 
cannot contain Him (ch. viii. 27), but a house where the name 
of Jehovah is or dwells (ch. viii. 16 sqq.; 2 Chron. vi. 5; ef. 
2 Sam. vii. 13, etc.), 7.e. where God manifests His presence in 


level with the top of the mountain; and in the de Bell. Jud. v. 5, 1, after 
describing the temple-mountain as a mighty hill, the summit of which 
hardly sufficed for the temple-house and altar when the building was com- 
menced, because it sloped off on all sides, he adds: ‘‘ Solomon therefore 
caused a wall to be raised on the eastern side, and had a porch built. upon the 
ground that was heaped up, and on the other sides the temple (sac;) was 
naked (yvp»75).” But in the description of the temple of Herod (Ant. xv. 
11, 3) he says: ‘‘The temple was surrounded by enormous porticos (croei), 
which rested upon a large wall, and were the largest work of which men have 
ever heard. It was a steep rocky hill, rising gradually towards the eastern 
part of the city up to the highest point. This hill Solomon surrounded with 
a wall by very great works up to the very apex, and walled it round, com- 
mencing at the root, which is surrounded by a deep ravine, with stones which 
were fastened together with lead, .. . and continuing to the top, so that the 
size and height of the building, which was completed as a square, were 
immense,” ctc. The flat obtained in this manner is then described by Jose- 
phus as a zspiGoros of four stadia in circumference, namely, one stadium on 
each side. Now, although it was the outer court of the temple of Herod 
(the court of the Gentiles) which first had this circumference (see my Jil. 
Archéol. i. pp. 143, 144), and Josephus, de Bell. Jud. v. 5, 1, relates that 
subsequently (rois i24¢ aiaorv) the levelling of the hill was carried out to 
even a greater extent, as the people still continued to heap up earth, it is 
quite conceivable that Solomon may have planned the area of the temple 
with this circumference. And this conjecture acquires great probability from 
the fact that, according to the researches of Robinson (Pal. i. pp. 420 sqq. ; 
Recent Investigations concerning the Topography of Jerusalem, pp. 68 sqq.; and 
Later Biblical Researche$, pp. 173 sqq.), there are layers of enormous square 
stones in the lowest part of the south-western and south-eastern corners of 
the present Haram wall, the dimensions of which, apart from the fact that 
they are hewn with grooved edges, point to an early Israelitish origin, 80 that 
they might very well be relics of the Solomonian substructures of the temple- 
hill. There is also the remnant of the arch of a bridge of the same con- 
struction on the southern portion of the western wall of the Haram, which 
points to a bridge that led across from Moriah to Zion, and ‘“‘ appears to 
remove all the objections to the identity of this part of the enclosure of the 
mosque with that of the ancient temple” (Rob. Pal. i. p.426). ‘‘ Here then,” 
adds Robinson (Pal. i. pp. 427, 428), ‘‘ we have indisputable remains of 
Jewish antiquity, consisting of an important portion of the western wall of 
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a real manner to His people, and shows Himself to them as the 
covenant God, so that Israel may there worship Him and receive 
an answer to its prayers. The temple had therefore the same 
purpose as the tabernacle, whose place it took, and which it re- 
sembled in its fundamental form, its proportions, divisions, and. 
furniture. As the glory of the Lord entered into the tabernacle 
in the cloud, so did it into the temple also at its dedication, to 
sanctify it as the place of the gracious presence of God (ch. viii. 


the ancient temple area. They are probably to be referred to a period long 
antecedent to the days of Herod; for the labours of this splendour-loving 
tyrant appear to have been confined to the body of the temple and the 
porticos around the court. The magnitude of the stones also, and the work- 
manship, as compared with other remaining monuments of Herod, seem to 
point to an earlier origin. In the accounts we have of the destruction of the 
temple by the Chaldzeans, and its rebuilding by Zerubbabel under Darius, no 
mention is made of these exterior walls. The former temple was destroyed 
by fire, which would not affect these foundations; nor is it probable that a 
feeble colony of returning exiles could have accomplished works like these. 
There seems, therefore, little room for hesitation in referring them back to 
the days of Solomon, or rather of his successors, who, according to Jose- 
phus, built up here immense walls, ‘ immoveable for all time.’ ” 

But however probable this assumption may be, the successors of Solomon 
cannot come into consideration at all, since Josephus says nothing of the kind, 
and the biblical accounts are not favourable to this conjecture. With the 
division of the kingdom after the death of Solomon the might of the kings 
of Judah was broken ; and the accounts of the new court which Jehoshaphat 
built, t.e. of the restoration of the inner court (2 Chron. xx. 5), and of 
the repairs of the temple by Joash (2 Kings xii. 5 sqq. ; 2 Chron. xxiv. 4 sqq.) 
and Josiah (2 Kings xxii. 5 sqq.; 2 Chron. xxxiv. 8 sqq.), do not produce the 
impression that walls so costly or so large could have been built at that time. 
The statement of Josephus (l.c. de Bell. Jud. v. 5, 1) concerning the gradual 
extension of the levelled hill, has reference to the enlargement of the temple 
area towards the north, inasmuch as he adds to the words already quoted : 
‘‘and cutting through the north wall, they took in as much as was afterwards 
occupied by the circumference of the whole temple.”—lIf, therefore, the 
remains of the ancient wall which have been mentioned, with their stones of 
grooved edges, are of early Israelitish origin, we must trace them to Solomon ; 
and this is favoured still further by the fact, that when Solomon had a mag- 
nificent palace built for himself opposite to the temple (see ch. vii. 1-12), he 
would assuredly connect the temple-mountain with Zion by a bridge.—Even 
J. Berggren (Bibel u. Josephus tiber Jerus. u. d. heil. Grab.) thinks it probable 
that ‘‘ the so-called remains of an arch in the western Haram wall may be, 
as Robinson at first indicated, a relic of that ancient and marvellous xystus 
bridge, with which the Davidic steps on the two steep sides of the valley of 
the Tyropceum, constructed for the purpose of going from Moriah to Zion 
or from Zion to Moriah, were connected.” 


CHAP. VI. 87, 88 87 


10; 2 Chron. v. 14). The temple thereby became not only a 
visible pledge of the lasting duration of the covenant, by virtue 
of which God would dwell among His people, but also a copy of 
the kingdom of God, which received at its erection an embodi- 
ment answering to its existing condition at the time. As the 
tabernacle, with its resemblance to a nomad’s tent, answered to 
the time when Israel had not yet found rest in the promised 
land of the Lord ; so was the temple, regarded as an immoveable 
house, a pledge that Israel had now acquired its lasting inheri- 
tance in Canaan, and that the kingdom of God on earth had 
obtained a firm foundation in the midst of it—This relation 
between the temple and the tabernacle will serve to explain all 
the points of difference which present themselves between these 
two sanctuaries, notwithstanding their agreement in fundamental 
forms and in all essential particulars. .As a house or palace of 
Jehovah, the temple was not only built of solid and costly 
materials, with massive walls of square. stones, and with floors, 
ceilings, walls, and doors of cedar, cypress, and olive woods— 
these almost imperishable kinds of wood—but was also pro- 
vided with a hall like the palaces of earthly kings, and with side 
buildings in three stories in which to keep the utensils requisite 
for a magnificent ceremonial, though care was taken that these 
adjoining and side buildings were not attached directly to the 
main building so as to violate the indestructibility and perfect- 
ness of the house of God, but merely helped to exalt it and ele- 
vate its dignity. And the increased size of the inner rooms, 
whilst the significant forms and measures of the tabernacle were 
preserved, was also essentially connected with this. Whereas 
the length and breadth of the dwelling were doubled, and the 
height of the whole house tripled, the form of a cube was still 
retained for the Most Holy Place as the stamp of the perfected 
kingdom of God (see Comm. on Pent. vol. ii. p. 184), and the 
. Space was fixed at twenty cubits in length, breadth, and height. 
On the other hand, in the case of the Holy Place the sameness of 
height and breadth were sacrificed to the harmonious proportions 
of the house or palace, as points of inferior importance ; and the 
measurements were thirty cubits in height, twenty cubits in 
breadth, and forty cubits in length ; so that ten as the number of 
perfectness was preserved as the standard even here. And in 
order to exhibit still further the perfectness and glory of the 
house of God, the walls were not constructed of ordinary quarry- 
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stone, but of large square stones prepared at the quarry, and the 
walls were panelled within with costly wood after the manner 
of the palaces of Hither Asia, the panelling being filled with 
carved work and overlaid with gold plate. And whereas the 
overlaying of the whole of the interior with gold shadowed forth 
the glory of the house as the residence of the heavenly King, the 
idea of this house of God was still more distinctly expressed in 
the carved work of the walls. In the tabernacle the walls were 
decorated with tapestries in costly colours and interwoven figures 
of cherubim; but in the temple they were ornamented with 
carved work of figures of cherubim, palms, and opening flowers. 
To the figures of cherubim, as representations of the heavenly 
spirits which surround the Lord of glory and set forth the 
psychical life at its highest stage, there are thus added flowers, 
and still more particularly palms, those “ princes of the vegetable 
kingdom,” which, with their fine majestic growth, and their large, 
fresh, evergreen leaves, unite within themselves the whole of the 
fulness and glory of the vegetable life; to set forth the sanctuary 
(probably with special reference to Canaan as the land of palms, 
and with an allusion to the glory of the King of peace, inasmuch 
as the palm is not only the sign of Palestine, but also the symbol 
of peace) “as a place that was ever verdant, abiding in all the 
freshness of strength, and enfolding within itself the fulness of 
life,” and thereby to make it a scene of health and life, of peace 
and joy, a“ paradise of God,” where the righteous who are planted 
there flourish, and blossom, and bear fruit to old age (Ps. xcil. 
13). And this idea of the house, as an immoveable dwelling- 
place of God, is in perfect harmony with the setting up of two 
colossal cherubim in the Most Holy Place, which filled the whole 
space with their outspread wings, and overshadowed the ark of 
the covenant, to show that the ark of the covenant with its 
small golden cherubim upon the Capporeth, which had journeyed 
with the people through the desert to Canaan, was henceforth to 
have there a permanent and unchangeable abode. 


CHAP. VII. SOLOMON’S PALACE AND THE FURNITURE OF THE 
TEMPLE. 


Vers. 1-12. Erection of the royal palace——Ver. 1 is closely 
connected in form with ch. vi. 38, and contains a summary 
account of the building, which is more minutely described in 
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vers, 2-12. “ And Solomon built his house (his palace) in 
thirteen years, and finished (in that time) all his house,” The 
thirteen years are to be reckoned after the completion of the 
temple in seven years, so that the two buildings were executed 
in twenty years (ch. ix. 10). The expression iM3773 is used, 
because the palace consisted of several buildings connected to- 
gether ; namely, (1) the house of the forest of Lebanon (vers.. 
2-5) ; (2) the pillar-hall with the porch (ver. 6); (3) the throne- 
room and judgment-hall (ver. 7); (4) the king’s dwelling-house 
and the house of Pharaoh’s daughter (ver. 8). That all these 
buildings were only different portions of the one royal palace, 
and the house of the forest of Lebanon was not a summer resi- 
dence of Solomon erected on Lebanon itself, as many of the 
earlier commentators supposed, is indisputably evident, not only 
from the first verse when correctly interpreted, but also and 
still more clearly from the fact that when the buildings of Solo- 
mon are spoken of afterwards (see ch. ix. 1, 10, 15, and x. 12), 
we only read of the house of Jehovah and the house of the king, 
that is to say, of the temple and one palace. .The description of 
the several portions of this palace is so very brief, that it is 
impossible to form a distinct idea of its character. The differ- 
ent divisions are given in vers. 1-8 in their natural order, com- 
mencing at the back and terminating with the front (ver. 8), and 
there then follows in vers. 9-12 the description of the stones 
that were used.—Vers. 2-5. The house of the forest of Lcbanon.— 
This building—so named because it was built, so to speak, of a 
forest of cedar pillars—is called in the Arabic the “ house of 
his arms,” because, according to ch. x. 17, it also served as a 
keeping-place for arms:” it is hardly to be regarded, however, 
as simply an arsenal, but was probably intended for other pur- 
poses also. He built it “a hundred cubits its length, fifty cubits its 
breadth, and thirty cubits its height, on four rows of cedar pillars, 
and hewn cedar beams (were) over the pillars.” As the building 
was not merely a hall of pillars, but, according to ver. 3, had side- 
rooms (nyDy, cf. ch. vi. 5) above the pillars, the construction of it 
can hardly be represented in any other way than this, that the 
rooms were built upon four rows of pillars, which ran round all 
four sides of the building, which was 100 cubits long and fifty 
cubits broad in the inside, and thus surrounded the inner court- 
yard on all sides. Ofcourse the building could not rest merely 
upon pillars, but was surrounded on the outside with a strong 
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wall of hewn square stones (ver. 9), so that the hewn béams which 
were laid upon the pillars had their outer ends built into the 
wall, and were supported by it, so as to give to the whole build- 
ing the requisite strength.\—Ver. 3. “ And roofing in (of) cedar 
was above over the side-rooms upon the pillars, five and forty ; 
fifteen the row.” {5D is to be understood of the roofing, as in 
ch. vi 15. (compare {BD, ch. vi. 15). The numbers “ forty-five 
and fifteen the row” cannot refer to DYRBYT, but must refer, as 
Thenius assumes, to nyoen as the main idea, which is more pre- 
cisely defined by OvREYT Sy, If we took it as referring to the 
pillars, as I myself have formerly done, we should have to 
assume that there were only galleries or pillar-halls above the 
lower rows of pillars, which is at variance with nyvm. There 
were forty-five side-rooms, therefore, built upon the lower rows of 
pillars, in ranges of fifteen each. This could only be done by 
the ranges of rooms being built, not side by side, but one over 
the other, in other words, by the forty-five side-rooms forming 
three stories, as in the side buildings of the temple, so that each 


1 Thenius therefore supposes that ‘‘ the lower part of the armoury formed a 
peristyle, a fourfold row of pillars running round inside its walls and enclosing 
a courtyard, so that the Vulgate alone gives the true sense, quatuor deambu- 
lacra inter columnas cedrinas ;” and he points to the court of the palace of 
Luzor, which has a double row of pillars round it. The number of pillars is 
not given in the text, but Thenius in his drawing of this building sets it down 
at 400, which would certainly present a forest-like aspect to any one entering 
the building. Nevertheless we cannot regard this assumption as correct, be- 
cause the pillars, which we cannot suppose to have been less than a cubit in 
thickness, would have been 80 close to one another that the four rows of 
pillars could not have formed four deambulacra. As the whole building was 
only fifty cubits broad, and this breadth included the inner courtyard, we 
cannot suppose that the sides of the building were more than ten cubits deep, 
which would leave a breadth of thirty cubits for the court. If then four 
pillars, each of a cubit in thickness, stood side by side or one behind the other 
in a space of ten cubits in depth, the distance between the pillars would be 
only a cubit and a half, that is to say, would be only just enough for one man 
and no more to walk conveniently through. And what could have been the 
object of crowding pillars together in this way, so as to render the entire space 
almost useless? It ison this ground, probably, that Hermann Weiss assumes 
that each side of the oblong building, which was half as broad as it was long, 
was supported by one row, and therefore all the sides together by four rows 
of cedar pillars, and the beams of the same material which rested upon them. 
But this view is hardly a correct one; for it not only does not do justice to 
the words of the text, ‘t four rows of pillars,” but it is insufficient in itself, for 
the simple reason that one row of pillars on each side would not have afforded 
the requisite strength and stability to the three stories built upon them, even 
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story had a “row” of fifteen side-rooms round it. This view 
receives support from ver. 4: “and beam-layers (O’DPY, beams, as 
in ch. vi. 4) were three rows, and outlook against outlook three 
times;” ie. the rows of side-rooms were built one over the other 
by means of layers of beams, so that the rooms had windows 
opposite to one another three times; that is to say, the windows 
looking out upon the court were so arranged in the three stories 
that those on the one side were vis d vis to those on the opposite 
side of the building. The expression in ver. 5, mMMo->e nin kn, 
“window over against window,” compels us to take MND ore 
in the sense of “ opposite to the window” On, versus), and not, as 
Thenius proposes, “ outlook against outlook,” according to which 
Sx is supposed to indicate that the windows were only separated 
from one another by slender piers. 1, which only occurs here, 
is different from fi9n, the ordinary window, and probably denotes 
a large opening affording a wide outlook—-Ver. 5. “And all 
the doorways and mouldings were square of beams” (*P2 is an 
accusative of free subordination, denoting the material or the 
mode of execution; cf. Ewald, § 284, a, 8). “Square with a 


if we should not suppose the rooms in these stories to be very broad, since the 
farther three rows of pillars, which Weiss assumes in addition, according to 
ver. 3, as the actual supporters of the upper building, have no foundation in 
the text. The words ‘four rows of cedar pillars ” do not absolutely require 
the assumption that there were four rows side by side or one behind the other 
on every side of the building; for the assertion that 731 does not denote a row 
in the sense of a straight line, but generally signifies a row surrounding and 
enclosing a space, is refuted by Ex. xxviii. 17, where we read of the four 
Dw of precious stones upon the breastplate of the high priest.—Is it not 
likely that the truth lies midway between these two views, and that the fol- 
lowing is the view most in accordance with the actual fact, namely, that there 
were four rows of pillars running along the full length of the building, but 
that they were distributed on the two sides, so that there were only two rows 
on each side? In this case a person entering from the front would see four 
rows of pillars running the whole length of the building. In any case the 
rows of pillars would of necessity be broken in front by the entrance itself. 
The utter uncertainty as to the number and position of the four rows of 
pillars is sufficient in itself to render it quite impossible to draw any plan of 
the building that could in the slightest degree answer to the reality. More- 
over, there is no allusion at all in the description given in the text to either 
entrance or exit, orto staircases and other things, and the other buildings are 
still more scantily described, so that nothing certain can be determined with 
regard to their relative position or their probable connection with one another. 
For this reason, after studying the matter again and again, I have been obliged 
to relinquish the intention to illustrate the description in the text by 
drawings. : 
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straight upper beam” (Thenius) cannot be the correct rendering 
of \pY YY, Thenius proposes to read nimem for nhrem, after 
the reading atya@pat of the Seventy, who have also rendered 
mn in ver. 4 by ywpa, a broad space. It may be pleaded in 
support of this, that D'y2 is less applicable to the doorposts or 
mouldings than to the doorways and outlooks (windows), inas- 
much as, if the doorways were square, the square form of the 
moulding or framework would follow as a matter of course. 
anne. are both the doors, through which the different rooms 
were connected with one another, and also those through which 
the building and its stories were reached, of course by stairs, 
probably winding staircases, as in the side stories of the temple. 
The stairs were placed, no doubt, at the front of the building. 
The height given is thirty cubits, corresponding to that of the 
whole building (ver. 2). If we reckon the height of the lower 
pillars at eight cubits, there were twenty-two cubits left for the 
stories ; and assuming that the roofing of each was one cubit in 
thickness, there remained eighteen cubits in all for the rooms of 
the three stories ; and this, if equally distributed, would give an 
internal height of six cubits for each story, or if arranged on a 
graduated scale, which would probably be more appropriate, a 
height of seven, six, and five cubits respectively. 

Vers. 6-8. The other buildings.—Ver. 6. “And he made the 
pilar-hall, fifty cubits its length, and thirty cubits its breadth, 
and a hall in front of them, and pillars and a threshold in front 
of them.” With regard to the situation of this hall in relation 
to the other parts of the building, which is not precisely defined, 
Wwe may infer, from the fact that it is mentioned between the 
house of the forest of Lebanon and the throne and judgment 
halls, that it stood between these two. The length of this build- 
ing (fifty cubits) corresponds to the breadth of the house of the 
forest of Lebanon ; so that, according to the analogy of the temple- 
hall (ch. vi. 3), we might picture to ourselves the length given 
here as running parallel to the breadth of the house of the forest 
of Lebanon, and might therefore assume that the pillar-hall was 
fifty cubits broad and thirty cubits deep. But the statement 
that there was a hall in front of the pillar-hall is irreconcilable 
with this assumption. We must therefore understand the length 
in the natural way, as signifying the measurement from back to 
front, and regard the pillar-hall as a portico fifty cubits long and 
thirty cubits broad, in front of which there was also a porch as 
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an entrance. DINE OY, in front of them, 2¢. in front of the 
pillars which formed this portico. The last words, “and pillars 
and threshold in front of them,” refer to the porch. This had 
also pillars, probably on both sides of the doorway, which carried 
the roof; and in front of them was 3), «¢., according to the 
Chaldee Mp0, the moulding or framework of the threshold, a 
threshold-like entrance, with steps.—Ver. 7. “And the throne-hall, 
where he judged, the judgment-hall, he made and (indeed) covered 
with cedar, from floor to floor.” The throne-hall and the judg- 
ment-hall are therefore one and the same hall, which was both 
a court of judgment and an audience-chamber, and in which, no 
doubt, there stood the splendid throne described in ch. x. 18-20. 
But it is distinguished from the pillar-hall by the repetition of 
ney. It probably followed immediately upon this, but was 
clearly distinguished from it by the fact that it was covered with 
cedar Yip TY YPIpnAD. These words are very obscure. The 
rendering given by Thenius, “panelled from the floor to the 
beams of the roof,” is open to these objections: (1) that 8D gene- 
rally does not mean to panel, but simply to cover, and that {8D 
eS in particular cannot possibly be taken in a different sense 
here from that which it bears in ver. 3, where it denotes the 
roofing of the rooms built above the portico of pillars; and (2) 
that the alteration of the second ypipn into Nips has no critical 
warrant in the rendering of the Syriac, a fundamento ad celum 
cjus usque, or in that of the Vulgate, a pavimento usque ad sum- 
mitatem, whereas the LXX. and Chald. both read YPIp2 Ty. 
But even if we were to read niipn, this would not of itself 
signify the roof beams, inasmuch as in ch. vi. 16 Nip or 
rinip3 receives its more precise definition from the expression 
WOT NWP (ninip) in ver. 15. The words in question cannot have 
any other meaning than this: “from the one floor to the other,” 
z.e. either from the floor of the throne-hall to the floor of the 
pillar-hall (described in ver. 6), or more probably from the lower 
floor to the upper, inasmuch as there were rooms built over the 
throne-room, just as in the case of the house of the forest of 
Lebanon ; for ¥P1? may denote not only the lower floor, but also 
the floor of upper rooms, which served at the same time as the 
ceiling of the lower rooms. So much, at any rate, may be 
gathered from these words, with all their obscurity, that the 
throne-hall was not an open pillar-hall, but was only open in 
front, and was shut in by solid walls on the other three sides— 
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Ver. 8. After (behind) the throne and judgment hall then fol- 
lowed the king’s own palace, the principal entrance to which 
was probably through the throne-hall, so that the king really. 
delivered judgment and granted audiences in the gate of his 
“ His house, where he dwelt, in the other court inwards 

from the (throne) hall was like this work,” ie was built like the 
throne-hall ; “and a (dwelling) house he made for the daughter 
of Pharaoh, whom Solomon had taken, like this hall.” The con- 
struction of the dwelling-places of the king and queen cannot be 
ascertained from these words, because the hall with which its 
style is compared is not more minutely described. All that can 
be clearly inferred from the words, “in the other court inside 
the hall,” is, that the abode of the king and his Egyptian wife 
had a court of its own, and when looked at from the entrance, 
formed the hinder court of the whole palace. The house of 
Pharaoh’s daughter was probably distinct from the dwelling-place 
of the king, so that the palace of the women formed a building 
by itself, most likely behind the dwelling-house of the king, 
since the women in the East generally occupy the imner portion 
of the house. The statement that the dwelling-place of the 
king and queen formed a court by itself within the complex of 
the palace, warrants the further inference, that the rest of the 
buildings (the house of the forest of Lebanon, the pillar-hall, and 
the throne-hall) were united together in one first or front court. 
Vers. 9-12. “ All these (viz. the whole of the buildings de- 
scribed in vers. 2—8) were costly stones, after the measure of 
that which is hewn, sawn with the saw,within and without (ce. 
on the inner and outer side of the halls and buildings), and 
from the foundation to the corbels, and from without to the 
great court.” nina, the corbels, upon which the beams of 
the roof rest. The Sept. renders it éws ray yetcov. Thenius 
understands by this the battlements which protected the flat 
roofs, and therefore interprets niNBY as signifying the stone 
border of the roof of the palace. But ryetoos, or yeiocos, 
yetooov, merely signifies the projection of the roof, and, gene- 
rally speaking, every projection in a building resembling a roof, 
but not the battlement-like protection or border of the flat 
roof, which is called 7p3 in Deut. xxii. 8. yan, the outside 
in distinction from the great court, can only be the outer 
court ; and as MP3 7¥NA is no doubt identical with MINNA IyN 
(ver. 8), and therefore refers to the court surrounding the king’s 
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dwelling-house, yn is to be understood as relating to the court- 
yard or fore-court surrounding the front halls:—Vers. 10, 11. 
“‘ And the foundation was laid with costly, large stones of ten 
and eight cubits (sc. in length, and of corresponding breadth 
and thickness). And above (the foundation, and therefore the 
visible walls, were) costly stones, after the measure of that 
which is hewn, and cedars.”——Ver. 12. And (as for) the great 
court, there were round it three rows (ze. it was formed of three 
rows) of hewn stones and a row of hewn cedar beams, as in 
the inner court of the house of Jehovah (see at ch. vi. 36) and 
the hall of the house. “9% signifies “and so with the court,” 
Vav serving as a comparison, as in Prov. xxv. 3, 20, and fre- 
quently in Proverbs (see Dietrich in Ges. Lex. 3.v. 1, and Ewald, 
§ 340, 4), so that there is no necessity for the un-Hebraic con- 
jecture of Thenius, "¥N9>, 737) DN? in all probability refers 
not to the temple-hall, but to the pillar-hall of the palace, the — 
surrounding wall of which was of the same nature as the wall 
of the great, ze the other or hinder, court.’ 


Vers. 13-51. Toe Meratuic VESSELS OF THE TEMPLE (com- 
pare 2 Chron. ii 13, 14, and i. 15-v. 1).—-Vers. 13, 14. To 


1 The situation of this palace in Jerusalem is not defined. Ewald supposes 
(Gesch. iii. p. 317) that it was probably built on the southern continuation of 
the temple-mountain, commonly called Ophel, i.e. Hill. But ‘‘ nothing more 
is needed to convince us that it cannot have stood upon Ophel, than a single 
glance at any geographical outline of Ophel on one of the best of the modern 
maps, and a recollection of the fact that, according to Neh. iii. 26, 31, it was 
upon Ophel, where the king’s palace is said to have stood, that the temple- 
socagers and shopkeepers had their places of abode after the captivity” 
(Thenius). The view held by earlier travellers and pilgrims to Zion, and 
defended by Berggren (p. 109 sqq.), namely, that the ancient Solomonian 
and Asmonzan palaces stood upon Moriah on the western side of the temple, 
is equally untenable. For the xystus, above which, according to Josephus, 
Bell. Jud. ii. 16, 3, the Asmonzean palace stood, was connected with the temple 
by a bridge, and therefore did not stand upon Moriah, but upon Zion or the 
dew xcass, since this bridge, according to Josephus, Bell. Jud. vi. 6, 2, con- 
nected the temple with the upper city. Moreover, it clearly follows from 
the passages of Josephus already noticed (p. 848q.), in which he refers to the 
sabstructures of the temple area, that the temple occupied the whole of 
Moriah towards the west, and extended as far as the valley of the Tyropceon, 
and consquently there was no room for a palace on that side. When Jose- 
phus affirms, therefore (Ant. viii. 5, 2), that Solomon’s palace stood opposite 
to the temple (d»rixpus ize» vacy), it can only have been built on the north- 
east side of Zion, as most of the modern writers assume (see W. Krafft, 
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make these vessels king Hiram had sent to Solomon, at his 
request (2 Chron, iz 6), a workman named Hiram of Tyre. 
Ver. 13 contains a supplementary remark, in which "2%" must 
be rendered in the pluperfect (compare the remarks on Gen. 
ii 19). King Solomon had sent and fetched Hiram from 
Tyre. This artisan bore the same name as the king, OW or 
nina (ver. 40), in 2 Chron. ii 13 OF} (Huram), with the 
epithet ‘28, ze. my father, I8 being a title of honour equiva- 
lent to master or counsellor, as in Gen. xlv. 8. He was the 
son of a widow of the tribe of Naphtali, and his father was 
“WS MN, ae. a Tyrian by birth. According to 2 Chron. ii. 13, 
his mother was “ of the daughters of Dan,” 2.e of the tribe of 
Dan. Both statements may easily be united thus: she was a 
Danite by birth, and married into the tribe of Naphtali When 
her husband died, she was married again as the widow of a 
Naphtalite, and became the wife of a Tyrian, to whom she bore 
a son, Hiram. This explanation is also adopted by Bertheau 
(on the Chronicles) ; and the conjecture of Lundius, Thenius, and 
others, that the mother was an Israelitish widow of the city of 
Dan in the tribe of Naphtali, which was quite close to Tyre, is 
less in harmony with the expression “of the daughters of Dan.” 
ny) wn, “a brass-worker,” refers to xin (he), «e. Hiram, and 
not to his father (Thenius). The skill of Hiram is described in 
almost the same terms as that of Bezaleel in Ex. xxxi. 3 sqq,, 
with this exception, that Bezaleel’s skill is attributed to his 
being filled with the Spirit of God, ze. is described rather as a 
supernatural gift, whereas in the case of Hiram the more inde- 
finite expression, “ he was filled with wisdom, etc.,” is used, re- 
presenting it rather as a natural endowment. In the account 
given here, Hiram is merely described as a worker in brass, 
because he is only mentioned at the commencement of the 
section which treats of the preparation of the brazen vessels of 
the temple. According to 2 Chron. ii. 14, he was able to work 
in gold, silver, brass, iron, stone, wood, purple, etc. There is 
nothing improbable in this extension of his skill to wood and to 


Topographie Jerus. p. 114 sqq., and Berggr. p. 110). This is sustained not 
only by the probability that the Asmoneeans would hardly build their palace 
anywhere else than on the spot where the palace of the kings of Judah built 
by Solomon stood, but also by the account of the elevation of Joash to the 
throne in 2 Kings xi. and 2 Chron. xxiii., from which it is perfectly obvious 
that the royal palace stood upon Zion opposite to the temple. 
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the art of weaving. Bezaleel also combined in himself all these 
talents. Of course Hiram was merely a foreman or leader of 
these different branches of art; and he certainly did not come 
alone, but brought several assistants with him, who carried out 
the different works under his superintendence.—The enumera- 
tion of them commences with the pillars of the temple-hall. 
Vers. 15-22. The brazen pillars of the porch (compare’ 
2 Chron. iii. 15-17)—He formed the two brazen pillars, 
which were erected, according to 2 Chron. iii. 15, “ before the 
(temple) house, 2. in front of the hall of the temple. One 
was eighteen cubits high, and a thread of twelve cubits sur- 
rounded (spanned) the other pillar” The statement of the 
height of the one pillar and that of the circumference of the 
other is to be understood as an abbreviated expression, signify- 
ing that the height and thickness mentioned applied to the one 
as well as to the other, or that they were alike in height and cir- - 
cumference. According to the Chronicles, they were thirty-five 
cubits long; which many expositors understand as signifying 
that the length of the two together was thirty-five cubits, so 
that each one was only 174 cubits long, for which the full 
number 18 is substituted in our text. But this mode of re- 
conciling the discrepancy is very§mprobable, and is hardly in 
harmony with the words of the Chronicles. The number 35 
evidently arose from confounding the numeral letters n.=18 
with nb=35. The correctness of the number 18 is confirmed 
by 2 Kings xxv. 17 and Jer. lii. 21. The pillars were hollow, 
the brass being four finger-breadths in thickness (Jer. liL 21) ; 
and they were cast in the Jordan valley (ver. 46).—Ver. 16. “And 
he made two capitals ("17N5), to set them on the heads of the 
pillars, cast in brass, five cubits the height of the one and of the 
other capital.” If, on the other hand, in 2 Kings xxv. 17 the 
height of the capital is said to have been three cubits, this dis- 
crepancy cannot be explained on the supposition that the capitals 
had been reduced two cubits in the course of time ; but the state- 
ment rests, like the parallel passage in Jer. li, 22, upon an error 
of the text, 1c. upon the substitution of ) (3) for n (5).—Ver. 17. 
“ Plait (te. ornaments of plait), plait-work and cords (twist, re- 
sembling) chain-work, were on the capitals, which were upon the 
heads of the pillars, seven on the one capital and seven on the other 
capital.” Consequently this decoration consisted of seven twists 
arranged as festoons, which were hung round the capitals of the 
G 
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pillars.—Ver. 18. “ And he made pomegranates, and indeed two 
rows round about the one twist, to cover the capitals which were 
upon the head of the pillars; and so he did with the other capital” 
In the Masoretic text the words O'38Y7 and 0°15 are confused 
together, and we must read, as some of the Codd. do, in the 
first clause DYHINS for OYREYT-NS, and in the middle clause 
a) van y for pin vaoty. This is not only required by the 
sense, "but sustained by @ comparison with ver. 19. The relation 
between the two rows of pomegranates and the plaited work is 
indeed not precisely defined ; but it is generally and correctly 
assumed, that one row ran round the pillars below the plaited 
work and the other above, so that the plaited work, which was 
formed of seven cords plaited together in the form of festoons, 
was enclosed above and below by the rows of pomegranates. If 
we compare with this the further statements in vers. 41 and 42, 
2 Chron. iii. 16 and iv. 12, 13, and Jer. lii. 23, nnd is there 
more precisely designated manda nida, “bowls of the capitals,” 
from whith it is evident that the lower portion of the capitals, 
to which the braided work was fastened, was rounded in the 
form of a pitcher or caldron. The number of the pomegranates 
on the two festoons is given at 400, so that there were 200 on 
each capital, and consequently each row contained 100 (2 Chron. 
lil. 16) ; and according to Jer. (/.c.) there were 96 “M, “ wind- 
wards,” and in all 100 on the braided work round about. 1mm, 
“ windwards,” can hardly be taken in any other sense than this: 
in the direction of the wind, 2c. facing the four quarters of the 
heavens. This meaning is indisputably sustained by the use of 
the word 5, to denote the quarters of the heavens, in statements 
of the aspect of buildings (Ezek. xlii. 16-18), whereas there is 
no foundation whatever for such meanings as “ airwards—un- 
covered” (Bottcher, Thenius), or hanging freely (Ewald).'—In 
vers. 19 and 20 asecond decoration of the capitals of the pillars 


1 It is hardly necessary to observe, that the expression N35 ANY, to gasp for 
air, in Jer. ii. 24, xiv. 6, does not warrant our giving to nm the meaning 


open or uncovered, as Bottcher supposes. But when Thenius follows Buttcher 
(Proben, p. 385) in adducing in support of this the fact ‘‘ that the tangent, 
which is drawn to any circle divided into a hundred parts, covers exactly four 
of these parts,” the fact rests upon a simple error, inasmuch as any drawing 
will show that a tangent only touches one point of a circle divided into a 
hundred parts. And the remark of Bottcher, ‘‘ If you describe on the out- 
side of a circle of twelve cubits in circumference a hundred small circles of 
twelve-hundredths of a cubit in diameter, a tangent drawn thereupon will 
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is mentioned, from which we may see that the rounding with the 
chain-like plaited work and the pomegranates enclosing it did 
not cover the capital to the very top, but only the lower portion 
of it. The decoration of the upper part is described in ver. 19: 
“ And capitals, which were upon the top of the pillars, were (or, 
Hiram made) lily-work after the manner of the hall, four cubits.” 
The lily-work occupied, according to ver. 20, the upper portion of 
the capitals, which is here called n°N5, as a crown set upon the 
lower portion. It was lily-work, ze. sculpture in the form of 
flowering lilies. The words Mito Y298 DANS are obscure. Accord- 
ing to Bottcher and Thenius, DoNa is intended to indicate the 
position of the pillars within the hall, so that their capitals 
sustained the lintel of the doorway. But even if DANS were 
rendered, within the hall, as it is by Bottcher, it is impossible to 
see how this meaning could be obtained from the words “ capitals 
upon the head of the pillars lily-work within the hall.” In that 
case we must at least have “ the pillars within the hall;” and 
DKA would be connected with D*RDYN, instead of being sepa- 
rated from it by wawnvyo. Even if we were to introduce a 
stop after AY and take DeND by itself, the expression “in (or 
at) the hall” would not in itself indicate the position of the D> 
pillars in the doorway, to say nothing of the fact that it is -. 
only in ver. 21 that anything is said concerning the position of 
the pillars. Again, the measurement “four cubits” cannot 
be understood, as it is by Thenius, as denoting the diameter of 
the capitals of the pillars; it must rather indicate the measure 
of the lily-work, that is to say, it affirms that there were four 
cubits of lily-work on the capitals, which were five cubits high, 
—in other words, the lily-work covered the four upper cubits 
of the capitals; from which it still further follows, that the 
plaited work which formed the decoration of the lower portion 
of the capitals was only one cubit broad or high. Consequently 
DANS cannot be understood in any other sense than “in the 
manner of or according to the hall,” and can only express the 
thought, that there was lily-work on the capitals of the pillars 
as there was on the hall) For the vindication of this use of 2 


cover to the eye exactly four small circles, although mathematically it touches 
only one of them in one point,” is not correct according to any measurement. 
For if the tangent touches one of these smaller circles with mathematical 
exactness, to the eye there will be covered either three or five half circles, or 
even seven, but never four. 


100 THE FIRST BOOK OF KINGS. 


see Ges. Lex. by Dietrich, sv. 3. There is no valid objection 
to the inference to which this leads, namely, that on the frontis- 
piece of the temple-hall there was a decoration of lily-work. 
For since the construction of the hall is not more minutely de- 
scribed, we cannot expect a description of its decorations.—In 
ver. 20 a more precise account is given of the position in which 
the crowns consisting of lily-work were placed on the capitals of 
the columns, so that this verse is to be regarded as an explana- 
tion of ver. 19: namely, capitals upon the pillars (did he make) 
also above near the belly, which was on the other side of the 
plait-work.” {03i, the belly, ze. the belly-shaped rounding, can 
only be the rounding of the lower portion of the capitals, which 
is called na in vers. 41,42. Hence 73267 729? (Kerz), “on the 
other side of the plaited work,” can only mean behind or under 
the plait, since we cannot suppose that there was a belly-shaped 
rounding above the caldron-shaped rounding which was covered 
with plaited work, and between this and the lily-work. The 
belly-shaped rounding, above or upon which the plaited work 
lay round about, might, when looked at from without, be de- 
scribed as being on the other side of it, ze. behind it. In the 
second half of the verse: “and the pomegranates two hundred 
in rows round about on the second capital,” the number of the 
pomegranates placed upon the capitals, which was omitted in 
er. 18, is introduced in a supplementary form.2—Ver. 21. “ And 
Va 1 This is the way in which the earlier translators appear to have under- 
stood it: ¢9., LXX. ipyov xpivov xara ro evade reocapay xnyav (“ lily-work 
according to the hall four cubits”); Vulg. Capitella ... quasi opere lilt 
Jfabricata erant in porticu quatuor cubitorum; Chald. bpd nmoviv staiy 
POR PIN nrbana (opus liaceum collectum in porticu quatuor cubitorum) ; 
Syr. opus liliaceum idem fecit Japeols ,A0) in porticu quatuor cubitis, 
These readings appear to be based upon the view supported by Rashi (ada 
for nap): lily-work as it was in the hall. " 


2 Hermann Weiss (Kostiimkunde, i. p. 367) agrets in the main with the idea 
worked out in the text; but he assumes, on the ground of monumental views, 
that the decoration was of a much simpler kind, and one by no means out of 
harmony with the well-known monumental remains of the East. In his 
opinion, the pillars consisted of “a shaft nineteen cubits in height, sur- 
rounded at the top, exactly after the fashion of the ornamentation of the 
Egyptian pillars, with seven bands decorated like plaited work, which 
unitedly covered a cubit, in addition to which there was the lily-work of 
five cubits in height, t.e. a slender capital rising up in the form of the calyx 
of a lily, ornamented with pomegranates.” Our reasons for dissenting from 
this opinion are given in the exposition of the different verses. 
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he set up the pillars at the hall of the Holy Place, and set up the 
right pillar, and called its name Jachin, and . . . the left . 

Boaz.” Instead of 53°07 brand we have in 2 Chron. i lil, 15 wpb 
mit, and in ver. 17 “Sonn “yay, “before the house,” “ before 
the Holy Place.” This ‘unquestionably implies that the two 
brazen pillars stood unconnected in front of the hall, on the 
right and left sides of it, and not within the hall as supporters 
of the roof. Nevertheless many have decided in favour of the 
latter view. But of the four arguments used by Thenius in 
proof that this was the position of the pillars, there is no force 
whatever in the first, which is founded upon Amos ix. 1, unless 
we assume, as Merz and others do, that the words of the pro- 
phet, “Smite the capital, that the thresholds may shake, and 
break them (the capitals of the pillars), that they may fall upon 
the head of all,” refer to the temple at Jerusalem, and not, as 
Thenius and others suppose, to the temple erected at Bethel for 
the calf-worship. For even if the temple at Bethel had really 
had a portal supported by pillars, it would by no means follow 
that the pillars Jachin and Boaz in Solomon’s temple supported 
the roof of the hall, as it is nowhere stated that the temple of 
Jeroboam at Bethel was an exact copy of that of Solomon. 
And even with the only correct interpretation, in which the 
words of Amos are made to refer to the temple at Jerusalem, 
the argument founded upon them in support of the position of 
the pillars as bearers of the hall rests upon the false idea, that 
the 0°8D, which are shaken by the smiting of the capital, are 
the beams lying upon the top of the pillars, or the super- 
liminaria of the hall. It is impossible to prove-that 0 has any 
such meaning. The beam over the entrance, or upon the door- 
posts, is called "ipv in Ex. xii 7, 22, 23, whereas 0 denotes 
the threshold, i.e. the lower part of the framework of the door, 
as is evident from Judg. xix. 27. The words of the prophet 
are not to be interpreted architecturally, but to be taken in a 
rhetorical sense ; “so that by the blow, which strikes the capital, 
and causes the thresholds to tremble, such a blow is intended 
as shakes the temple in all its joints” (Baur on Amos ix. 
1). “8A31, a kind of ornament at the top of the pillars, and 
D’adn, the thresholds, are opposed to one another, to express 
the thought that the building is to be shaken and destroyed 
@ summo usque ad imum, a caynite ad caleem” (Hengstenberg, 
Christol. i. p. 366 transl.). The other arguments derived from 
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Ezek xl 48 and 49, and from Josephus, Ant. viii. 3, 4, prove 
nothing at all From the words of Josephus, rovray ray xiovav 
Tov pev Erepov xara thy SeEvav Eornce Tov mpoTruAaiov TapacTdada 

. tov S€ Erepov, x.7.r., it would only follow “that the pillars 
(according to the view of Josephus) must have stood in the 
doorway,” if it were the case that aapacrds had no other mean- 
ing than doorpost, and mpomvdatov could be understood as 
referring to the temple-hall generally. But this is conclusively 
disproved by the fact that Josephus always calls the temple- 
hall arpovaoy (Lc. and viii. 3, 2 and 3), so that wpomwvAasov can 
only denote the fore-court, and mapaords a pillar standing by 
itself. Consequently Josephus regarded the pillars Jachin and 
Boaz as propylea erected in front of the hall We must 
therefore adhere to the view expressed by Bahr (d. Tempel, p. 
35 sqq.), that these pillars did not support the roof of the 
temple-hall, but were set up in front of the hall on either side 
of the entrance. In addition to the words of the text, this 
conclusion is sustained (1) by the circumstance that the two 
pillars are not mentioned in connection with the building of the 
temple and the hall, but are referred to for the first time here 
in the enumeration of the sacred vessels of the court that were 
made of brass. “If the pillars had formed an essential part 
of the construction and had been supporters of the hall, they 
would certainly have been mentioned in the description of the 
building, and not have been placed among the articles of furni- 
ture” (Schnaase) ; and moreover they would not have been made 
of metal like the rest of the vessels, but would have been con- 
structed of the.same building materials as the hall and the 
house, namely, of stone or wood (Bahr). And to this we may 
add (2) the monumental character of the pillars, which is evi- 
dent from the names given to them. No architectural portion 
of the building received a special name.’ Jachin (>): “he 
establishes,” stabiliet templum (Simonis Onom. p. 430); and Boaz 
(193), ex IY 5D in allo, sc. Domino, robur (Sim. p. 460). Kimchi 
has correctly interpreted the first name thus: “ Let this temple 


1 Stieglitz (Gesch. der Baukunst, p. 127) aptly observes in relation to this : 
‘‘The architect cannot subscribe to Meyer's view (that the pillars were sup- 
porters of the hall), since it was only through their independent position that 
the pillars received the solemn character intended to be given to them, and 
by their dignity subserved the end designed, of exalting the whole building 
and calling attention to the real purpose of the whole.” 


CHAP. VII. 28—26. 103 


stand for ever;” and the second, “Solomon desired that God 
would give it strength and endurance.” The pillars were sym- 
bols of the stability and strength, which not only the temple 
as an outward building, but the kingdom of God in Israel as 
embodied in the temple, received from the Lord, who had chosen 
the temple to be His dwelling-place in the midst of His people.’ 
—In ver. 22 it is stated again that there was lily-work upon the 
head of the pillars,—a repetition which may be explained from 
the significance of this emblem of the capitals of the pillars; 
and then the words, “So was the work of the capitals finished,” 
bring the account of this ornament of the temple to a close. 
Vers. 23-26. The brazen sea (cf. 2 Chron. iv. 2—5).—* He 
made the molten sea—a water-basin called O° (mare) on 
account of its size—-ten cubits from one upper rim to the 
other,” ze. in diameter measured from the upper rim to the one 
opposite to it, “ rounded all round, and five cubits its (external) 
height, and a line of thirty cubits encircled it round about,” 
ae. it was thirty cubits in circumference. The Chethib mp is to 
be read ™P here and in Zech. i. 16 and Jer. xxxi. 39, for which 
the Keri has \P in all these passages. P or 2 means a line for 
measuring, which is expressed in ver. 15 by oin. The relation 
of the diameter to the circumference is expressed in whole 
numbers which come very near to the mathematical proportions. 
The more exact proportions would be as 7 to 22, or 113 to 355. 
— Ver. 24, And colocynths (gourds) ran round it under its brim, 
ten to the cubit, surrounding the sea in two rows ; the colocynths 
“ cast in its casting,” ze cast at the same time as the vessel 
itself. Instead of O'ypB, gourds (see at ch. vi 18), we find MD" 
D™P3, figures of oxen, in the corresponding text of the Chronicles, 
and in the last clause merely 1P37, an evident error of the pen, 
np. being substituted by mistake for D’ypb, and afterwards 
interpreted oONpa mor. The assumption by which the early 
expositors rethoved the discrepancy, namely, that they were casts 
of bullocks’ heads, is not to be thought of, for the simple reason 
that op. signifies oxen and not the heads of oxen. How far 
apart the two rows of gourd-like ornaments were, it is impossible 


1 There is no necessity to refute the fanciful notion of Ewald, that these 
pillars, ‘‘ when they were erected and consecrated, were certainly named after 
men who were held in estimation at that time, probably after the younger 
sons of Solomon,” and that of Thenius, that 1a PD’ ‘*He (the Lord) estab- 


lishes with strength,” was engraved upon them as an inscription. 
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to decide. Their size may be estimated, from the fact that there 
were ten within the space of a cubit, at a little over two inches 
in diameter.—vVer. 25. This vessel stood (rested) upon twelve 
brazen oxen, three turning to the north, three to the west, three 
to the south, and three to the east, “ and the sea above upon 
them, and all their backs (turned) inwards ;” <e. they were so 
placed that three of their heads were directed towards each 
quarter of the heavens. The size of the oxen is not given ; but 
we must assume that it was in proportion to the size and height 
of the sea, and therefore about five cubits in height up to the 
back. These figures stood, no doubt, upon a metal plate, which 
gave them a fixed and immoveable position (see the engraving 
in my bibl. Archdol. Taf. iii fig. 1)—Ver. 26. “ And its thick- 
ness (1.¢. the thickness of the metal) was a handbreadth” = four 
finger-breadths, as in the case of the brazen pillars (see at ver. 
15), “ and its upper rim like work of a goblet (or of a goblet- 
rim, 4¢. bent outwards), lily-blossom,” ¢.e. ornamented with lily- 
flowers. It held 2000 baths; according to the Chronicles, 3000 
baths, The latter statement has arisen from the confusion of 3 
(3) with 3 (2); since, according to the calculation of Thenius, 
_ the capacity of the vessel, from the dimensions given, could not 
exceed 2000 baths. This vessel, which took the place of the 
laver in the tabernacle, was provided for the priests to wash 
themselves (2 Chron. iv. 6), that is to say, that a supply of 
water might be kept in readiness to enable the priests to wash 
their hands and feet when they approached the altar to officiate, 
or were about to enter the Holy Place (Ex. xxx. 18 sqq.). There 
were no doubt taps by which the water required for this purpose 
was drawn off from the sea..—The artistic form of the vessel 
corresponded to its sacred purpose. The rim of the basin, which 
rose upwards in the form of a lily, was intended to point to the 
holiness and loveliness of that life which issued from the sanc- 
tuary. The twelve oxen, on which it rested, pointed to the 
twelve tribes of Israel as a priestly nation, which cleansed itself 

1 For the different conjectures on this subject, see Lundius, jud. Heilig- 
thtimer, p. 856. Thenius supposes that there was also a provision for filling 
the vessel, since the height of it would have rendered it a work of great labour 
and time to fill it by hand, and that there was probably a pipe hidden behind 
the figures of the oxen, since, according to Aristeas, histor. LXX. Interp., 
Oxon. 1692, p. 32 (also Eusebii prep. evang. ix. 38), there were openings 
concealed at the foot of the altar, out of which water was allowed to run at 
certain seasons for the requisite cleansing of the pavement of the court from 
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here in the persons of its priests, to appear clean and holy before 
the Lord. Just as the number twelve unquestionably suggests 
the allusion to the twelve tribes of the covenant nation, so, in | 
the choice of oxen or bullocks as supporters of the basin, it is 
impossible to overlook the significance of this selection of the 
first and highest of the sacrificial animals to represent the priestly 
service, especially if we compare the position of the lions on 
Solomon’s throne (ch. x. 20). 


Vers. 27-39. THE Brazen STANDS AND THEIR Basins.'—He 
made ten stands of brass, each four cubits long, four cubits 
broad, and three cubits high.” ni250, stands or stools (Luther), 
is the name given to these vessels from their purpose, viz. to 
serve as supports to the basins which were used for washing the 
flesh of the sacrifices. They were square chests cast in brass, 
of the dimensions given.—Vers. 28, 29. Their work (their con- 
struction) was the following: they had nib», lit. surroundings, 
i.e. panels or flat sides, and that between piabys COMMISSUTE, 1.€. 
frames or borders, which enclosed the sides, and were connected 
together at the angles; and upon the panels within the borders 
(there were figures of) lions, oxen, and cherubim. The state- 
ment in Josephus, that each centre was divided into three com- 
partments, has nothing to support it in the biblical text, nor is 
it at all probable in itself, inasmuch as a division of this kind 
would have rendered the figures placed upon them insignificantly 
small. “And upon the borders was a base above.” {3 is a noun, 
and has been rendered correctly by the Chaldee 8193, basis. 
The meaning is, above, over the borders, there was a pedestal 
for the basin upon the chest, which is more fully described in 
ver. 31. To take/> as an adverb does not give a suitable sense. 
For if we adopt the rendering, and upon the corner borders (or 
ledges) likewise above (De Wette and Ewald),—~.c. there were 
also figures of lions, oxen, and cherubim upon the corner borders, 
the blood of the sacrifices; and there is still a fountain just in the neighbour- 
hood of the spot on which, according to ver. 39, the brazen sea must have 
stood (see Schultz’s plan) ; and in the time of the Crusaders there was a large 
basin, covered by a dome supported by columns (see Robinson, Pal. i. 446). 
But even if the later temple was supplied with the water required by means 
of artificial water-pipes, the Solomonian origin of these arrangements or 
designs is by no means raised even to the rank of probability. 


1 The description which follows will be more easily understood by comparing 
with it the sketch given in my biblische Archdologie, Taf. iii. fig. 4. 


106 THE FIRST BOOK OF KINGS. 


—it is impossible to tell what the meaning of oy can be, to say 
nothing of the fact that on the corner borders there could hardly 
be room for such figures as these. - This last argument also tells 
against the rendering adopted by Thenius: “and upon the corner 
borders, above as well as below the lions and oxen, (there were) 
wreaths ;” in which, moreover, it is impossible to attach any sup- 
portable meaning to the j2. When, on the other hand, Thenius 
objects to our view that the pedestal in question is spoken. of. for 
the first time in ver. 31, and that the expression “above the 
corner borders (ledges) ” would be extremely unsuitable, since 
the pedestal in question was above the whole stand; the former 
remark is not quite correct, for ver. 31 merely contains a more 
minute description of the character of the pedestal, and the latter 
is answered by the fact that the pedestal derived its strength 
from the corner borders or ledges. ‘“ And below the lions and 
oxen were wreaths, pendant work.” ni>, here and at ver. 36, 
is to be explained from 7? in Prov. i. 9 and iv. 9, and signifies 
twists or wreaths. ‘THD Nwyo is not “work of sinking,” ie. 
sunken work (Thenius), which never can be the meaning of 
Md, but pendant work, festoons, by which, however, we cannot 
understand festoons hanging freely, or floating in the air.— 
Ver. 30. “ Every stool had four brazen wheels and brazen axles, 
and the four feet thereof had shoulder-pieces; below the basin 
were the shoulder-pieces cast, beyond each one (were) wreaths.” 
The meaning is‘that the square chests stood upon axles with 
wheels of brass, after the style of ordinary carriage wheels 
(ver. 33), so that they could be driven or easily moved from one - 
place to another; and that they did not rest directly upon the 
axles, but stood upon four feet, which were fastened upon the 
axles. This raised the chest above the rim of the wheels, so 
that not only were the sides of the chest which were ornamented 
with figures left uncovered, but, according to ver. 32, the wheels 
stood below the panels, and not, as in ordinary carriages, at the 
side of the chest. With regard to the connection between the 
axles and the wheels, Gesenius (Thes. p. 972) and Thenius sup- 
pose that the axles were fastened to the wheels, as in the Roman 
plaustra and at the present day in Italy, so as to turn with them ; 
and Thenius argues in support of this, that DM? is to be connected 
not only with what immediately precedes, but also with ‘310 
ny). But this latter is unfounded; and the idea is altogether 
irreconcilable with the fact that the wheels had naves (D°‘P#M, 


CHAP. VIL 27-39. 107 


ver. 33), from which we must infer that they revolved upon the 
axles. The words D7) nbn3 ynbys ny31N) are ambiguous. They 
may either be rendered, “and its four feet had shoulder-pieces,” 

or, as Thenius supposes, “and its four feet served as shoulder- 
pieces.” NDYB means stepping feet, feet bent out as if for step- 
ping (Ex. xxv. 12). The suffix attached to "NDY® refers to 230, 
the masculine being often used indefinitely instead of the femi- 
nine, as in pnd in ver. 28. Thenius compares these feet to the 
apatorrodes of the Greeks, and imagines that they were divided 
below, like fork-shaped upright contrivances, in which, as in 
forks, the wheels turned with the axles, so that the axle-peg, 
which projected outwards, had a special apparatus, instead of the 
usual pin, in the form of a stirrup-like and on the lower side 
hand-shaped holder (7), which was fastened to the lower rim of 
the 73130, and descended perpendicularly so as to cover the foot, 
and the general arrangement of the wheels themselves received 
greater strength in consequence. These feet, which were divided 
in the shape of forks, are supposed to be called NBN3 (shoulders), 
because they were not attached underneath at the edge of the 
stand, but being cast with the corner rims passed down in the 
inner angles, so that their uppermost portion was under the basin, 
and the lowest portion was under the stand, which we are to 
picture to ourselves as without a bottom, and projecting as a 
split foot, held the wheel, and so formed its shoulder-pieces. 
But we cannot regard this representation as either in accordance 
with the text, or as really correct. Even if 07? MbN> could in 
any case be grammatically rendered, “they served them (the 
wheels and axles) as shoulders,” although it would be a very 
questionable course to take 07? in a different sense here from 
that which it bears in the perfectly similar construction in 
ver. 28, the feet which carried the stand could not possibly 
be called the shoulders of the wheels and their axles, since 
they did not carry the wheels, but the 72190. Moreover, 
this idea is irreconcilable with the following words: “below 
the basin were the shoulder-pieces cast.” If, for example, 
as Thenius assumes, the mechonah had a cover which was 
arched like a dome, and had a neck in the centre into which 
the basin was inserted by its lower rim, the shoulder-pieces, 
supposing that they were cast upon the inner borders of the 
chest, would not be below the basin, but simply below the corners 
of the lid of the chest, so that they would stand in no direct 
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relation whatever to the basin. We must therefore give the 
preference to the rendering, which is grammatically the most 
natural one, “and its feet had shoulder-pieces,” and understand 
the words as signifying that from the feet, which descended of 
course from the four corner borders of the chest down to the 
axles, there ascended shoulder-pieces, which ran along the out- 
side of the chest and reached to the lower part of the basin 
which was upon the lid of the chest, and as shoulders either 
supported or helped to support it. According to ver. 34, these 
shoulder-pieces were so cast upon the four corners of the chest, 
that they sprang out of it as it were. ni‘ Wx 72YD, opposite 
to each one were wreaths. Where these festoons were attached, 
the various senses in which 1390 is used prevent our deciding 
with certainty. At any rate, we must reject the alteration pro- 
posed by Thenius, of ni‘> into nnd, for the simple reason that 
nn? wes in the sense of “ one to the other” would not be 
Hebraic.—In ver. 31 we have a description of the upper portion 
of the mechonah, which formed the pedestal for the basin, and 
therewith an explanation of “39 nnd, “ And the mouth of it 
(the basin) was within the crown and upwards with a cubit, 
and the mouth of it (the crown) was rounded, stand-work, a 
cubit and a half (wide), and on its mouth also there was en- 
graved work, and its panels were square, not round.” To under- 
stand this verse, we must observe that, according to ver. 35, the 
mechonah chest was provided at the top with a dome-shaped 
covering, in the centre of which there was an elevation resem- 
bling the capital of a pillar (750, the crown), supporting the 
basin, which was inserted into it by its lower rim. The suffix 
in ¥"B8 (its mouth) is supposed by Thenius to refer to the 
mechonah chest, and he questions the allusion to the basin, on 
the ground that this was so flat that a mouth-like opening could 
not possibly be spoken of, and the basins were never within the 
mechonah, But however correct these two remarks may be in 
themselves, they by no means demonstrate the necessity of 
taking *"B as referring to the mechonah chest. For 78 (the 
mouth) is not necessarily to be understood as denoting a mouth- 
like opening to the basin; but just as UN ‘B in Ex. xxviii. 32 
signifies the opening of the clothes for the head, ze. for putting 
the head through when putting on the clothes, so may 18 (its 
mouth) be the opening or mouth for the basin, «¢. the opening 
into which the basin fitted and was emptied, the water in the 
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basin being let off into the mechonah chest through the head- 
shaped neck by means of a tap or plug. The mouth was really 
the lower or contracted portion of the shell-shaped basin, which 
was about a cubit in height within the neck and upwards, that 
is to say, in all, inasmuch as it went partly into the neck and 
rose in patt above it. The 5 (the mouth thereof) which 
follows is the (upper) opening of the crown-like neck of the lid 
of the mechonah. This was rounded, j27¥yd, stand-work, ie., 
according to De Wette’s correct paraphrase, formed after the 
style of the foot of a pillar, a cubit and a half in diameter. 
“ And also upon the mouth of it (the mechonah) was carved 
work.” The 23 (also) refers to the fact that the sides-of the 
mechonah were already ornamented with carving. Df'nN*abd, the 
panels of the crown-like neck (7105) and its mouth (8) were 
square, like the panels of the sides of the mechonah chest. The 
fact that panels are spoken of in connection with this neck, may 
be explained on the assumption that with its height of one cubit 
and its circumference of almost five cubits (which follows from 
its having a diameter of a cubit and a half) it had stronger 
borders of brass to strengthen its bearing power, while between 
them it consisted of thinner plates, which are called fillings or 
panels.—In vers. 32, 33, the wheels are more minutely de- 
scribed. Every stool had four wheels under the panels, 7.¢. not 
against the sides of the chest, but under them, and N\7}, hands 
or holders of the wheels, 1.¢. special contrivances for fastening 
the wheels to the axles, probably larger and more artistically 
worked than the linch-pins of ordinary carriages. These nits 
were only required when the wheels turned upon the axles, and 
not when they were fastened to them. The height of the wheel 
was a cubit and a half, ze. not half the height, but the whole. 
For with a half height of a cubit and a half the wheels would 
have been three cubits in diameter; and as the chest was only 
four cubits long, the hinder wheels and front wheels would 
almost have touched one another. The work (construction) of 
the wheels resembled that of (ordinary) carriage wheels; but 
everything about them (holders, felloes, spokes, and naves) was 
cast in brass——In ver. 34 the description passes to the upper 
portion of the mechonah. “ And he made four shoulder-pieces 
at the four corners of one (z¢. of every) stand ; out of the stand 
were its shoulder-pieces.” Nin>2 are the shoulder-pieces already 
mentioned in ver. 30, which were attached to the feet below, or 
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which terminated in feet. They were fastened to the corners in 
such a way that they seemed to come out of them; and they rose 
above the corners with a slight inclination (curve) towards the 
middle of the neck or capital, till they came under the outer 
rim of the basin which rested upon the capital of the lid of the 
chest, so as to support the basin, which turned considerably out- 
wards at the top—Ver. 35. “ And on the upper part of the 
stand (the mechonah chest) half a cubit high was rounded all 
round, and on the upper part were its holders, and its panels out 
of it. 21287 WN is the upper portion of the square chest. 
This was not flat, but rounded, ze. arched, so that the arching 
rose half a cubit high above the height of the sides. This arched 
covering (or lid) had M5, holders, and panels, which were there- 
fore upon the upper part of the 72130. The holders we take to 
be strong broad borders of brass, which gave the lid the neces- 
sary firmness ; and the fillings or panels are the thinner plates 
of brass between them. They were both 3b, “ out of it,” out 
of the upper part of the mechonah, 1.c. cast along with it. With 
regard to the decoration of it, ver. 36 states that “ he cut out 
(engraved) upon the plates of its holders, and upon its panels, 
cherubim, lions, and palms, according to the empty space of 
every one, and wreaths all round.” We cannot determine any- 
thing further with regard to the distribution of these figures — 
Vers. 37, 38. “ Thus he made the ten stools of one kind of 
casting, measure, and form, and also ten brazen basins (ni"!3), each 
holding forty baths, and each basin four cubits.” In a round 
vessel this can only be understood of the diameter, not of the 
height or depth, as the basins were set upon (>Y) the stands. 
nyisenby Ine WD is dependent upon YY: he made ten basins, 


... one basin upon a stand for the ten stands, ze. one basin for 


each stand. If then the basins were a cubit in diameter at the ° 


top, and therefore their size corresponded almost exactly to the 
length and breadth of the stand, whilst the crown-like neck, into 
which they were inserted, was only a cubit and a half in dia- 
meter (ver. 31), their shape must have resembled that of wide- 
spreading shells. And the form thus given to them required 
the shoulder-pieces described in vers. 30 and 34 as supports 
beneath the outer rim of the basins, to prevent their upsetting 
when the carriage was wheeled about.'—Ver. 39. And he put 


1 The description which Ewald has given of these stands in his Geschichte, 
ill, pp. 811, 812, and still more elaborately in an article in the Gdttingen 
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the stands five on the right side of the house and five on the 
left ; and the (brazen) sea he put upon the right side eastwards, 
opposite to the south. The right side is the south side, and the 
left the north side. Consequently the stands were not placed 
on the night and left, 7. on each side of the altar of burnt- 
offering, but on each side of the house, «e. of the temple-hall ; 
while the brazen sea stood farther forward between the hall and 
the altar, only more towards the south, 1.e. to the south-east of 
the hall and the south-west of the altar of burnt-offering. The 
basins upon the stands were for washing (according to 2 Chron. 
iv. 6), namely, “the work of the burnt-offering,” that is to say, 
for cleansing the flesh and fat, which were to be consumed upon 
the altar of burnt-offering. By means of the stands on wheels, 
they could not only easily bring the water required near to the 
priests who were engaged in preparing the sacrifices, but could 
also let down the dirty water into the chest of the stand by 
means of a special contrivance introduced for the purpose, and 
afterwards take it away. As the introduction of carriages for the 
basins arose from the necessities of the altar-service, so the pre- 
paration of ten such stands, and the size of the basins, was 
occasioned by the greater extension of the sacrificial worship, in 
which it often happened that a considerable number of sacrifices 
had to be made ready for the altar at the same time. The 
artistic work of these stands and their decoration with figures 
were intended to show that these vessels were set apart for the 
service of the sanctuary. The emblems are to some extent the 
same as those on the walls of the sanctuary, viz. cherubim, 
palms, and flowers, which had therefore naturally the same 
Meaning here as they had there; the only difference being that 
they were executed there in gold, whereas here they were in 
brass, to correspond to the character of the court. Moreover, 
there were also figures of lions and oxen, pointing no doubt 
to the royal and priestly characters, which were combined, 
Gelehrten Nachr. 1859, pp. 181-146, is not only obscure, but almost entirely 
erroneous, since he proposes in the most arbitrary way to make several 
alterations in the biblical text, on the assumption that the Solomonian stands 
were constructed just like the small bronze four-wheeled kettle-carriages 
(hardly a foot in size) which have been discovered in Mecklenburg, Steyer- 
mark, and other places of Europe. See on this subject G. C. F. Lisch, 
“‘iiber die ehernen Wagenbecken der Bronzezeit,” in the Jahrbb. des Vereins 
J: Mecklenb. Geschichte, ix. pp. 873, 374, where a sketch of a small carriage of 
this kind is given. 
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‘according to Ex. xix. 6, in the nation worshipping the Lord in 
this place. 

Vers. 40-51. Summary enumeration of the other vessels of the 
temple.—In ver. 40 the brazen vessels of the court are given. 
In vers. 41-47 the several portions of the brazen pillars, the 
stands and basins, the brazen sea and the smaller vessels of 
brass, are mentioned once more, together with notices of the 
nature, casting, and quantity of the metal used for making 
them. And in vers. 48—50 we have the golden vessels of the 
Holy Place. This section agrees almost word for word with 
2 Chron. iv. 11—v. 1, where, moreover, not only is the arrange- 
ment observed in the previous description of the temple-build- 
ing a different one, but the making of the brazen altar of burnt- 
offering, of the golden candlesticks, and of the table of shew- 
bread, and the arrangement of the great court (2 Chron. iv. 7-9) 
are also described, to which there is no allusion whatever in the 
account before us; so that these notices in the Chronicles fill 
up an actual gap in the description of the building of the 
temple which is given here.—Ver. 40a. The smaller brazen vessels. 
—Hiram made the pots, shovels, and bowls. i7'39 is a slip 
of the pen for ni’, pots, as we may see by comparing it with 
ver. 45 and the parallel passages 2 Chron. iv. 11 and 2 Kings 
xxv.14, The pots were used for carrying away the ashes ; 0°37, 
the shovels, for clearing the ashes from the altar ; nipuren were 
the bowls used for catching the blood, when the sacrificial 
animals were slaughtered : compare Ex. xxvit 3 and Num. iv. 14, 
where forks and fire-basins or coal-pans are also mentioned.— 
Ver. 406 introduces the recapitulation of all the vessels made 
by Hiram. ‘17 "3, in the house of the Lord (cf. Ewald, 
§ 300, 6); in 2 Chron. iv. 11 more clearly, ‘* M25; we find it 
also in ver. 45, for which we have in 2 Chron. iv. 16 mm m3, 
for the house of Jehovah. The several objects enumerated in 
vers. 41-45 are accusatives governed by nivy?.— Vers. 41-44, 
the brazen pillars with the several portions of their capitals ; 
see at vers. 15-22. The inappropriate expression DYTHyn ‘2B 
(upon the face of the pillars) in ver. 42 is probably a mistake 
for ‘yn UrOY, “upon the two pillars,” for it could not properly 
be said of the capitals that they were upon the surface of the 
pillars—Ver. 43. The ten stands and their basins: see at vers. 
27-37; ver. 44, the brazen sea: vid. vers. 23-26; lastly, 
ver. 45, the pots, etc, as at ver. 40. The Chethid bnxn is a 
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mistake for now (Kert).' wibp nvm, ‘of polished brass— 
accusative of the material governed by 7¥y.—Ver. 46. “In 
the Jordan valley he cast them—in thickened earth between 
Succoth and Zarthan,” where the ground, according to Burck- 
hardt, Syr. i. p. 593, is marly throughout. “78 Tayo3, “ by 
thickening of the earth,” the forms being made in the ground 
by stamping together the clayey soil. Succoth was on the other 
side of the Jordan,—not, however, at the ford near Bethsean 
(Thenius), but on the south side of the Jabbok (see at Judg. 
viii 5 and Gen. xxxiii. 17). Zarthan or Zereda was in the 
Jordan valley on this side, probably at Kurn Sartabeh (see at 
Judg. vil. 22 and Josh. iii 16). The casting-place must have 
been on this side of the Jordan, as the (eastern) bank on the 
other side has scarcely any level ground at all. The circum- 
stance that a place on the other side is mentioned in connection 
with one on this side, may be explained from the fact that the 
two places were obliquely opposite to one another, and in the 
valley on this side there was no large place in the neighbour- 
hood above Zarthan which could be appropriately introduced 
to define the site of the castmg-place—vVer. 47. Solomon left 
all these vessels of excessive number unweighed. 3" does not 
mean he laid them down (= set them up: Movers), but he let 
them lie, z.e. unweighed, as the additional clause, “ the weight 
of the brass was not ascertained,” clearly shows. This large 
quantity of brass, according to 1 Chron. xvili. 8, David had 
taken from the cities of Hadadezer, adding also the brass pre- 
sented to him by Toi.—Vers. 48-50. The golden vessels of the 
Holy Place (cf. 2 Chron. iv. 19-22). The vessels enumerated 
here are divided, by the repetition of 13D 37? in vers. 49 and 50, 
into two classes, which were made of fine gold; and to this a 
third class is added in ver. 506 which was made of gold of 
inferior purity. As 12D 37 is governed in both instances by 
vi as an accusative of the material, the 271 (gold) attached to 
the separate vessels must. be taken as an adjective. “ Solomon 
made all the vessels in the house of Jehovah (.c. had them 


1 After nbNN poaN2 nx the LXX. have the interpolation, zal of 
ervAo: Tecoapaxorre xal oxra ru oixou tov Bacirtus xal rov oixov Kupiov, 
which is proved to be apocryphal by the marvellous combination of the 
king’s house and the house of God, though it is nevertheless regarded by 
Thenius as genuine, and as an interesting notice respecting certain pillars in 
the enclosure of the inner court of the temple, and in the king’s palace ! 

H 
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made): the golden altar, and the golden table on which was 
the shew-bread, and the candlesticks . . . of costly gold (WUD: 
see at ch. vi 20). Zhe house of Jehovah is indeed here, as in 
ver. 40, the temple with its courts, and not merely the Holy 
Place, or the temple-house in the stricter sense ; but it by no 
means follows from this that p>2i-b3, “all the vessels,” includes 
both the brazen vessels already enumerated and also the golden 
vessels mentioned afterwards. A decisive objection to our 
taking the 5b (all) as referring to those already enumerated as 
well as those which follow, is to be found in the circumstance 
that the sentence commencing with P" is only concluded with 
TID 3M in ver. 49. It is evident from this that DYDD is 
particularized in the several vessels enumerated from Nato ns 
onwards. These vessels no doubt belonged to the Holy Place 
or temple-house only ; though this is not involved in the ex- 
pression “ the house of Jehovah,” but is apparent from the con- 
text, or from the fact that all the vessels of the court have 
already been enumerated in vers. 40-46, and were made of 
brass, whereas the golden vessels follow here. That these were 
intended for the Holy Place is assumed as well known from 
the analogy of the tabernacle. ‘i7‘ n'a We merely affirms 
that the vessels mentioned afterwards belonged to the house of 
God, and were not prepared for the palace of Solomon or any 
other earthly purpose. We cannot infer from the expression 
“ Solomon made” that the golden vessels were not made by 
Hiram the artist, as the brazen ones were (Thenius). Solomon 
is simply named as the builder of the temple, and the introduction 
of his name was primarily occasioned by ver. 47. The “golden 
altar” is the altar of incense in the Holy Place, which is called 
golden because it was overlaid with gold-plate ; for, according 
to ch. vi. 20, its sides were covered with cedar wood, after the 
analogy of the golden altar in the tabernacle (Ex. xxx. 1-5). 
“ And the table, upon which the shew-bread, of gold.” 3m be- 
longs to Inown, to which it stands in free subjection (vid. Ewald, 
§ 287, h), signifying “the golden table.” Instead of inv we 
have ni2nowit in 2 Chron. iv. 19 (the tables), because there it 
has already been stated in ver. 8 that ten tables were made, 
and put in the Holy Place. In our account that verse is 
omitted ; and hence there is only a notice of the table upon 
which the loaves of shew-bread generally lay, just as in 2 
Chron. xxix. 18, in which the chronicler does not contradict 
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himself, as Thenius fancies. The number ten, moreover, is re- 
quired and proved to be correct in the case of the tables, by 
the occurrence of the same number in connection with the 
candlesticks. In no single passage of the Old Testament is it 
stated that there was only one table of shew-bread in the Holy 
Place of Solomon’s temple.’ The tables were certainly made of 
wood, like the Mosaic table of shew-bread, probably of cedar 
wood, and only overlaid with gold (see at Ex. xxv. 23-30). 
“ And the candlesticks, five on the right and five on the left, 
before the back-room.” These were also made in imitation of 
the Mosaic candlestick (see Ex. xxv. 31 sqq.), and were pro- 
bably placed not near to the party wall in a straight line to the 
right and left of the door leading into the Most Holy Place, 
but along the two longer sides of the Holy Place; and the 
same with the tables, except that they stood nearer to the. side 
walls with the candlesticks in front of them, so that the whole 
space might be lighted more brilliantly. The altar of burnt- 
offering, on the contrary, stood in front of and very near to 
the entrance into the Most Holy Place (see at ch vi 20).— 
In the following clause (vers. 495 and 50a) the ornaments of 
the candlesticks are mentioned first, and then the rest of the 
smaller golden vessels are enumerated. 753, the flower-work, 
with which the candlesticks were ornamented (see Ex. xxv. 33). 
The word is evidently used collectively here, so that the O'y'23 
mentioned along with them in the book of Exodus (/c.) are 
included. 33, the lamps, which were placed upon the shaft 
and arms of the candlestick (Ex XXV. 37). pnp, the snuffers 
(Ex. xxv. 38). i5D, basins in Ex. xii. 22, here probably deep 
dishes (Schalen). nine, knives. Nipid, bowls (Schalen) or cans 
with spouts for the wine for the libations ; according to 2 Chron. 
iv. 8, there were a hundred of these made. "nips, small flat vessels, 


1 Nothing can be learned from 2 Chron. xxix. 18 concerning the number 
of the vessels in the Holy Place. If we were to conclude from this passage 
that there were no more vessels in the Holy Place than are mentioned there, 
we should also have to assume, if we would not fall into a most unscientific 
inconsistency, that there was neither a candlestick nor a golden altar of 
incense in the Holy Place. The correct meaning of this passage may be 
gathered from the words of king Abiam in 2 Chron. xiii. 11: ‘‘ We lay the 
shew-bread upon the pure table, and light the golden candlestick every even- 
ing ;” from which it is obvious that here and there only the table and the 
candlestick are mentioned, because usually only one table had shew-bread 
upon it, and only one candlestick was lighted. 
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probably for carrying the incense to the altar. Ninn, extin- 
guishers ; see at Ex. xxv. 38.—Ver. 50. The ninb were also 
of gold, possibly of inferior quality. These were either the 
hinges of the doors, or more probably the sockets, in which the 
pegs of the doors turned. They were provided for the doors of 
the inner temple, viz. the Holy Place and the Most Holy Place. 
We must supply Vév before no. 

All the vessels mentioned in vers. 48 and 49 belonged to the 
Holy Place of the temple, and were the same as those in the 
tabernacle ; so that the remarks made in the Comm. on Ex. 
xxv. 30 and 39, and xxx. 1-10, as to their purpose and signifi- 
cation, apply to them as well. Only the number of the tables 
and candlesticks was ten times greater. If a multiplication of 
the number of these two vessels appeared appropriate on account 
of the increase in the size of the room, the number was fixed 
at ten, to express the idea of completeness by that number. 
No new vessel was made for the Most Holy Place, because the 
Mosaic ark of the covenant was placed therein (ch. viii 4: 
compare the remarks on this at Ex. xxv. 10-22)—The account 
of the vessels of the temple is brought to a close in ver. 51: 
“So was ended all the work that king Solomon made in the 
house of the Lord ; and Solomon brought all that was conse- 
crated by his father, (namely) the silver and the gold (which 
were not wrought), and the vessels he placed in the treasuries of 
the house of Jehovah.” As so much gold and brass had already 
been expended upon the building, it might appear strange that 
Solomon should not have used up all the treasures collected by 
his father, but should still be able to bring a large portion of it 
into the treasuries of the temple. But according to 1 Chron. 
xxii. 14, 16, and xxix. 2 sqq., David had collected together an 
almost incalculable amount of gold, silver, and brass, and had 
also added his own private treasure and the freewill offerings 
of the leading men of the nation (1 Chron. xxix. 7-9). Solo- 
mon was also able to devote to the building of the temple a 
considerable portion of his own very large revenues (cf. ch. 
x. 14), so that a respectable remnant might still be left of the 
treasure of the sanctuary, which was not first established by 
David, but had been commenced by Samuel and Saul, and in 
which David’s generals, Joab and others, had deposited a por- 
tion of the gold and silver that they had taken as booty (1 Chron. 
xxvL 20-28). For it is evident that not a little had found its 
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way into this treasure through the successful wars of David, 
from the fact that golden shields were taken from the generals 
of Hadadezer, and that these were consecrated to the Lord along 
with the silver, golden, and brazen vessels offered as gifts of 
homage by king Toi of Hamath, in addition to the gold and 
silver which David had consecrated from the defeated Syrians, 
Moabites, Ammonites, Philistines, and Amalekites (2 Sam. viii. 
7, 11,12; 1 Chron. xviii. 7, 10, 11). 


CHAP. VIII. DEDICATION OF THE TEMPLE. 


This solemn transaction consisted of three parts, and the 
chapter arranges itself in three sections accordingly: viz. (a) 
the conveyance of the ark and the tabernacle, together with its 
vessels, into the temple, with the words spoken by Solomon on 
the occasion (vers. 1-21); (6) Solomon’s dedicatory prayer 
(vers. 22-53); (c) the blessing of the congregation, and the 
offering of sacrifice and observance of a feast (vers. 54-66).— 
The parallel account to this in 2 Chron. v. 2—vii. 10, in addition 
to certain minor alterations of words and constructions, intro- 


1 The amazing extent to which this booty may possibly have reached, may 
be inferred from the accounts we have concerning the quantity of the pre- 
cious metals in Syria in the Macedonian age. In the gaza regia of Damascus, 
Alexander found 2600 talents of gold and 600 talents of uncoined silver 
(Curt. iii. 18, 16, cf. Arrian, ii. 11,10). In the temple of Jupiter at Antioch 
there was a statue of this god of solid silver fifteen cubits high (Justin, 
xxxix. 2, 5.6); and in the temple at Hierapolis there was also a golden 
statue (Lucian, de Dea Syr. § 31). According to Appian (Parth. 28, ed. 
Schweigh.), this temple was so full of wealth, that Crassus spent several 
days in weighing the vessels of silver and gold. And from the unanimous 
testimony of the ancients, the treasures of the palaces and temples of Asia in 
the earlier times were greater still. Of the many accounts which Bahr 
(Symbolik, i. p. 258 sqq.) and Movers (Phénizier, ii. 3, p. 40 sqq.) have col- 
lected together on this subject, we will mention only a few here, the credi- 
bility of which cannot be disputed. According to Varro (in Plin. xxxiii. 15), 
Cyrus had taken 34,000 pounds of gold as booty after the conquest of Asia, 
beside the gold wrought into vessels and ornaments, and 500,000 talents of 
silver. In Susa, Alexander took 40,000, or, according to other accounts, 
50,000, talents from the royal treasury ; or, as it is still more definitely stated, 
40,000 talents of uncoined gold and silver, and 9000 talents of coined dariks. 
Alexander had these brought to Ecbatana, where he accumulated 180,000 
talents. Antigonus afterwards found in Susa 15,000 talents more in vessels 
and wrought gold and silver. In Persepolis, Alexander took 120,000 talents, 
and in Pasargada 6000 talents. For the proofs, see Movers, pp. 42, 45. 
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duced for the most part merely for the sake of elucidation, 
contains here:and there, and more especially towards the end, 
a few deviations of greater extent, partly omissions and partly 
additions. But in other respects it agrees almost word for 
word with our account. 

With regard to the time of the dedication, it is merely stated 
in ver. 2 that the heads of the nation assembled at Jerusalem 
to this feast in the seventh month. The year in which this 
took place is not given. But as the building of the temple was 
finished, according to ch. vi. 38, in the eighth month of the 
eleventh year of Solomon’s reign, the dedication which followed 
in the seventh month cannot have taken place in the same year 
as the completion of the building. Ewald’s opinion, that Solo- 
mon dedicated the building a month before it was finished, is 
not only extremely improbable in itself, but is directly at vari- 
ance with ch. vu. 51. If we add to this, that according to 
ch. ix. 1-10 it was not till after the lapse of twenty years, 
during which he had built the two houses, the temple, and his 
palace, that the Lord appeared to Solomon at the dedication of 
the temple and promised to answer his prayer, we must decide 
in favour of the view held by Thenius, that the dedication of 
the temple did not take place till twenty years after the build- 
ing of it was begun, or thirteen years after it was finished, and 
when Solomon had also completed the building of the palace, 
which occupied thirteen years, as the LXX. have indicated at 
the commencement of ch. viii. 1 by the interpolation of the 
words, xat éyévero ws cuveréXece Jadwpav Tov oixodopnocat Tov 
olxov Kupiou xal tov oixov auto peta elxooe én. 


Vers. 1-21. The First act of the solemnities consisted (1) 
in the removal of the ark of the covenant into the Most Holy 
Place of the temple (vers. 1-11); and (2) in the words with 
which Solomon celebrated the entrance of the Lord into the 
new temple (vers. 12—21).—Vers. 1-11. Removal of the ark 
of the covenant into the temple—tThis solemn transaction was 
founded entirely upon the solemnities with which the ark was 
conveyed in the time of David from the house of Obed-edom 
into the holy tent upon Zion (2 Sam vi. 12 sqq.; 1 Chron. xv. 

1¥rom the whole character of the Alexandrian version, there can be no 


doubt that these words have been transferred by the LXX. from ch. ix. 1, 
and have not dropped out of the Hebrew text, as Thenius supposes. 
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2 sqq.). Solomon assembled the elders of Israel, and all the 
heads of the tribes, the princes of the fathers’ houses (‘s'v3 
ni3x7, contracted from Ni3xt 3 *xY3) of the Israelites, as repre- 
sentatives of the whole congregation, to himself at Jerusalem, 
to bring the ark of the covenant out of the city of David, «. 
from Mount Zion (see the Comm. on 2 Sam. vi. 16, 17), into the 
temple which he had built upon Moriah. (On the use of the 
contracted form of the imperfect bmp after "8, see Ewald, 
§ 233, b.)—Ver. 2. Accordingly “all the men of Israel (i.e. the 
heads of the tribes and families mentioned in ver. 1) assem- 
bled together to the king in the month Ethanim, 7c. the seventh 
month, at the feast.” Gesenius explains the name 5°2XNN7 (in 
55 codd. 0'2Nk) as meaning “month of the flowing brooks,” 
after 71" in Prov. xiii 15; Bottcher, on the other hand, sup- 
poses it to denote the equinox. But apart from other grounds, 
the plural by no means favours this. Nor does the seventh 
month answer to the period between the middle of our Sep- | 
tember and the middle of October, as is supposed by Thenius, 
who founds upon this supposition the explanation already rejected 
by Bottcher, viz. “ month of gifts ;” but it corresponds to the 
period between the new moon of October and the new moon of 
November, during which the rainy season commences in Pale- 
stine (Rob. Pal. iz p. 96 sqq.), so that this month may very 
well have received its name from the constant flowing of the 
brooks. The explanation, “that is the seventh month,” is added, 
however (here as in ch. vi. 1, 38), not because the arrangement 
of the months was a different one before the captivity (Thenius), 
but because different names came into use for the months 
during the captivity. 33 is construed with the article: “ because 
the feast intended was one that was well known, and had 
already been kept for a long time (viz. the feast of tabernacles).” 
The article overthrows the explanation given by Thenius, who 
supposes that the reference is to the festivities connected with 
the dedicaticn of the temple itself—vVers. 3, 4. After the arrival 
of all the elders (2c. of the representatives of the nation, more 
particularly described in ver. 1), the priests carried the ark and 
brought it up (se. into the temple), with the tabernacle and all 
the holy vessels in it. The expression BN& oy", which follows, 


introduces as a supplementary notice, according to the general 
diffuseness of the early Hebrew style of narrative, the more 
precise statement that the priests and Levites brought up these 
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sacred vessels, ‘“Jid Oni is not the tent erected for the ark of 
the covenant upon Zion, which can be proved to have been 
never so designated, and which is expressly distinguished from 
the former in 2 Chron. i. 4 as compared with ver. 3, but is the 
Mosaic tabernacle at Gibeon in front of which Solomon had 
offered sacrifice (ch. ii 4). The tabernacle with the vessels in 
it, to which, however, the ark of the covenant, that had long 
been separated from it, did not belong, was probably preserved 
as a sacred relic in the rooms above the Most Holy Place. The 
ark of the covenant was carried by priests on all solemn occa- 
sions, according to the spirit of the law, which enjoined, in 
- Num. iii 31 and iv. 5 sqq., that the ark of the covenant and 
the rest of the sacred vessels should be carried by the Levites, 
after the priests had carefully wrapped them up; and the Levites 
were prohibited from directly touching them, on pain of death. 
When, therefore, the ark of the covenant was carried in solemn 
procession, as in the case before us, probably uncovered, this 
could only be done by the priests, more especially as the 
Levites were not allowed to enter the Most Holy Place. Con- 
sequently, by the statement in ver. 30, that the priests and 
Levites carried them (DNR), viz. the objects mentioned before, we 
are to understand that the ark of the covenant was carried 
into the temple by the- priests, and the tabernacle with its 
vessels by the Levites..—-Ver. 5. “ And king Solomon and the 
whole congregation, that had gathered round him, were with 
him before the ark sacrificing sheep and oxen in innumerable 
multitude.” This took place while the ark of the covenant 
was carried up, no doubt when it was brought into the court of 
the temple, and was set down there for a time either within 
or in front of the hall. Then was this magnificent sacrifice 
“offered” there “in front of the ark” (7A ‘5),— Ver. 6. 
After this sacrificing was ended, the priests carried the ark to 
its place, into the back-room of the house, into the Most Holy 
under the wings of the cherubim (already described in ch. 


1 Instead of ab) in ver. 3, we have pba in 2 Chron. v. 4; and instead 
of pabny pnd in ver. 4, we have pydn pyyndh, ‘the Levitical priests.” 
These variations are to be attributed to inexactness in expression. For it is 
obvious that Thenius is wrong in his notion that the chronicler mentioned 
the Levites instead of the priests, from the simple fact that he states in 


ver. 7 that ‘‘ the priests carried the ark,” etc., in exact agreement with our 
account. 
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vi. 23 sqq.). The latter statement is explained in ver. 7. “For 
the cherubim were spreading out wings towards the place of 
the ark, and so covered (it. threw a shade) over the ark and 
over its poles from above.” If the outspread wings of the great 
cherubic figures threw a shade not only over the ark of the 
covenant, but also over its poles, the ark was probably so placed 
that the poles ran from north to south, and not from east to 
west, as they are sketched in my Archdologie—vVer. 8. “ And 
the poles were long, and there were seen their heads (ze. 
they were so long that their heads were seen) from the Holy 
Place before the hinder room; but on the outside (outside 
the Holy Place, say in the porch) they were not seen.” %°8! 
cannot be rendered: they had lengthened the poles, from which 
Kimchi and others have inferred that they had made new 
and longer carrying-poles, since the form of the tense in this 
connection cannot be the pluperfect, and in that case, more- 
over, the object would be indicated by M& as in ch. iii 14; 
but J™N is used intransitively, “to be long,” lit. to show length, 
as in Ex. xx. 12, Deut. v. 16, etc. The remark to the effect 
that the poles were visible, indicates that the precept of the 
law in Ex. xxv. 15, according to which the poles were to be 
left in the ark, was observed in Solomon’s temple also. Any 
one could convince himself of this, for the poles were there “to 
this day.” The author of our books has retained this chrono- 
logical allusion as he found it in his original sources; for when he 
composed his work, the temple was no longer standing. It is im- 
possible, however, to ascertain from this statement how the heads 
of the poles could be seen in the Holy Place,—whether from the 
fact that they reached the curtain and formed elevations therein, 
if the poles ran from front to back ; or whether, if, as is more 
probable, they ran from south to north, the front heads were to 
be seen, simply when the curtain was drawn back.’—Ver. 9. 
“There was nothing in the ark but the two tables of stone, 
which Moses had put there at Horeb, when Jehovah concluded 
the covenant with Israel.” The intention of this remark is 


1 The proof which Thenius has endeavoured to give by means of a drawing 
of the correctness of the latter view, is founded upon untenable assumptions 
(see Bottcher, hrenl. ii. p. 69). It by no means follows from the expres- 
sion 3 ‘B7OY that the heads of the poles were visible as far off as th 


door of the Holy Place, but simply that they could be seen in the Holy Bid) wae 
though not outside. i: 
i ” : 
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also simply to show that the law, which enjoined that the ark 
should merely preserve the stone tables of the covenant (Ex. xxv. 
16, xl. 20), had not been departed from in the lapse of time. Wt 
before 113 is not a pronoun, but a conjunction: when, from the 
time that, as in Deut. xi 6, etc. 3 without 3, signifying 
the conclusion of a covenant, as in 1 Sam. xx. 16, xxi 8, ete 
Horeb, the general name for the place where the law was given, 
instead of the more definite name Sinaz, as in Deuteronomy 
(see the Comm. on Ex. xix. 1, 2)..—Vers. 10, 11. At the dedi- 
cation of the tabernacle the glory of Jehovah in the cloud filled 
the sanctuary, so that Moses could not enter (Ex. xl 34, 35); 
and so was it now. When the priests came out of the sanc- 
tuary, after putting the ark of the covenant in its place, the 
cloud filled the house of Jehovah, so that the priests could not 
stand to minister. The signification of this fact was the same 
on both occasions. The cloud, as the visible symbol of the 
gracious presence of God, filled the temple, as a sign that 
Jehovah the covenant-God had entered into it, and had chosen 
it as the scene of His gracious manifestation in Israel. By the 
inability of the priests to stand, we are not to understand that 
the: cloud drove them away ; for it was not till the priests had 
come out that it filled the temple. It simply means that they 
could not remain in the Holy Place to perform service, say to 
offer an incense-offering upon the altar to consecrate it, just as 
sacrifices were offered upon the altar of burnt-offering after the 
dedicatory prayer (vers. 62, 63). 


1 The statement in Heb. ix. 4, to the effect that the pot of manna and 
Aaron’s rod that budded were also to be found in the ark, which is at 
variance with this verse, and which the earlier commentators endea- 
voured to bring into harmony with it by forced methods of different kinds, 
simply rests upon an erroneous interpretation of may "269 i in Ex. xvi. 33, 34, 


and Num. xvii. 25, which had become traditional among the Jews; since 
this merely affirms that the objects mentioned had been deposited in front of 
the testimony, t.e. in front of the ark which contained the testimony, and 
not within it, as the Jews supposed.—Still less are De Wette and others 
warranted in deducing from this verse an argument against the existence of 
the Mosaic book of the law in the time of Solomon, inasmuch as, according 
to the precept in Deut. xxxi. 26, the book of the law was not to be kept in 
the ark, but by the side of it, or near it. 

2 Bertheau’'s opinion (on 2 Chron. v. 14), that the priests could not remain 
in the hall and in front of it on account of the cloud, namely, “ the cloud of 
smoke, which, ascending from the sacrifices burned upon the altar of burnt- 
offcring, concealed the glory of the Lord,” is decidedly erroneous. For the 
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The glory of the Lord, which is like a consuming fire (Ex. 
xxiv. 17; Deut. iv. 24, ix. 3), before which unholy man cannot 
stand, manifested itself in the cloud. This marvellous mani- 
festation of the glory of God took place only at the dedication ; 
after that the cloud was only visible in the Most Holy Place 
on the great day of atonement, when the high priest entered it. 
—tThe Chronicles contain a long account at this place of the 
playing and singing of the Levites at these solemnities (vid. 
2 Chron. v. 12-14). 

Vers. 12-21. Solomon extols this marvellous proof of the 
favour of the Lord.—Ver. 12. Then spake Solomon, “ Jehovah 
hath spoken to dwell in the darkness.” “Solomon saw that the 
temple was filled with a cloud, and remembered that God had 
been pleased to appear in a cloud in the tent of Moses also. 
Hence he assuredly believed that God was in this cloud also, 
and that, as formerly He had filled the tabernacle, so He would 
now fill the temple and dwell therein” (Seb. Schmidt). 708 
‘1 i, which Thenius still renders incorrectly, “ the Lord 
intends to dwell in the darkness,” refers, as Rashi, C. a Lap., 
and others have seen, to the utterances of God in the Penta- 
teuch concerning the manifestation of His gracious presence 
among His people, not merely to Lev. xvi. 2 (I will appear in the 
cloud), but also to Ex. xix. 9, where the Lord said to Moses, “I 
come to thee }23 393,” and still more to Ex. xx. 21 and Deut. iv. 
11, v.19, according to which God came down upon Sinai OBIS, 
Solomon took the word apy from these passages. That he 
"meant by this the black, dark cloud which filled the temple, is 
perfectly obvious from the combination °B1y™ pyn in Deut. v. 
19 and iv.11.1 Solomon saw this word of Jehovah realized in 


cloud which hindered the priests from performing the service was, accord- 
ing to the distinct words of the text, the cloud which filled the house; and 
the explanatory clause, ‘‘for the glory of the Lord filled the house of 
Jehovah,” indicates in the most unmistakeable terms that it was the vehicle 
of the glory of God, and therefore was not a cloud of smoke formed by the 
burning sacrifices, but the cloud in which God manifested His invisible being 
to His people,—the very same cloud in which Jebovah was to appear above 
the Capporeth, when the high priest entered the Most Holy Place on the day 
of atonement, so that he was commanded not to enter it at all times, and, 
when he entered, to cover the Capporeth with the cloud of the burning incense 
(Lev. xvi. 2, 13). 

1 Thenius, however, has built up all kinds of untenable conjectures as to 
alterations of the text, upon the erroneous assumption that jy means the 
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the filling of the temple with the cloud, and learned therefrom 
that the Lord would dwell in this temple. Hence, being firmly 
convinced of the presence of Jehovah in the cloud which filled 
the sanctuary, he adds in ver. 13: “I have built Thee a house 
to dwell in, a place for Thy seat for ever.” We are not to 
understand pnpip as signifying that Solomon believed that the 
temple built by him would stand for ever; but it is to be 
explained partly from the contrast to the previous abode of 
God in the tabernacle, which from the very nature of the case 
could only be a temporary one, inasmuch as a tent, such as 
the tabernacle was, is not only a moveable and provisional 
dwelling, but also a very perishable one, and partly from the 
promise given to David in 2 Sam vii. 14-16, that the Lord 
would establish the throne of his kingdom for his seed for ever. 
This promise involved the eternal duration of the gracious con- 
nection between God and Israel, which was embodied in the 
dwelling of God in the temple. This connection, from its very 
nature, was an eternal one; even if the earthly form, from 
which Solomon at that moment abstracted himself, was tem- 
poral and perishable—Solomon had spoken these words with 
his face turned to the Most Holy Place. He then (ver. 14) 
turned his face to the congregation, which was standing in the 
court, and blessed it. The word “ blessed” (773') denotes the 
wish for a blessing with which the king greeted the assembled 
congregation, and introduced the praise of God which follows. 
—In vers. 15-21 he praises the Lord for having now fulfilled 
with His hand what He spake with His mouth to his father 
David (2 Sam. vii.).—Ver. 16. The promise of God, to choose 
Jerusalem as the place for the temple and David as prince, is 
taken freely from 2 Sam. vii. 7, 8. In 2 Chron. vi. 6, before 
“T chose David,” we find “and I chose Jerusalem, that my 
name might be there ;” so that the affirmation answers more pre- 
cisely to the preceding negation, whereas in the account before 
us this middle term is omitted—vVers. 17-19. David’s inten- 
tion to build the temple, and the answer of God that his son 
was to execute this work, are so far copied from 2 Sam. vii. 2, 
12, 13, that God approves the intention of David as such. 
non, “Thou didst well that it was in thy mind.”—Vers. 20, 21. 
light and radiant cloud, and cannot be synonymous with bby. Bottcher 


adopts the same opinion, without taking any notice of the striking remarks of 
Bertheau on 2 Chron. v. 14. 
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“ And Jehovah has set up His word.” ‘t) OP supplies the ex- 
planation of i'3 bo (hath fulfilled with his hand) in ver. 15. 
God had caused Solomon to take possession of the throne of 
David; and Solomon had built the temple and prepared a place 
there for the ark of the covenant. The ark is thereby declared 
to be the kernel and star of the temple, because it was the 
throne of the glory of God. 


Vers. 22-53. Seconp Act of the feast of dedication: Solo- 
mon's dedicatory prayer (cf. 2 Chron. vi. 12-42).—-Ver. 22. “Then 
Solomon stood before the altar of Jehovah in front of all the 
assembly of Israel, and stretched out his hands towards heaven.” 
It is evident from ver. 54 that Solomon uttered the prayer 
which follows upon his knees. The Chronicles contain the same 
account as we have here, with this addition, that it is said to 
have taken place on a “ scaffold,” or kind of pulpit (713) specially 
erected for the purpose.’ The altar, to the front of which Solo- 
mon went, was the altar of burnt-offering in the court, where 
the congregation was gathered together. The expression 32 
om bap > favours the idea that Solomon offered the prayer upon 
his knees with his face turned towards the congregation, and 
not with his back to the people and his face turned towards the 
temple, as Thenius supposes.—The substance of the prayer is 
closely connected with the prayer of Moses, especially with the 
blessings and curses therein (vid. Lev. xxvi. and Deut. xxviii.). 
Commencing with the praise of God, who “ keepeth covenant 
and truth” towards His servants, and has thus far performed to 
His servant David the promise that He gave him (vers. 23, 24), 
Solomon entreats the Lord still further to fulfil this promise of 
His (vers. 25, 26), and to keep His eyes constantly open over 
the temple, to hearken to the prayers of His people, and to 
avert the curse threatened against sinners from all who shall 
call upon Him in this temple (vers. 27-53).—Vers. 23, 24. 
By granting the blessing promised to His people, the Lord has 


1 Bottcher is right in his assertion, that the opinion expressed by Thenius 
and Cappellas, that this passage in the Chronicles has been dropped out of our 
text through a copyist’s oversight, is a very improbable one; although the 
reasons he assigns are for the most part untenable. The omission may be 
explained in a very simple manner, from the fact that the introduction of 
this circumstance had no bearing upon the design or contents of the dedica- 
tory prayer. 
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hitherto proved Himself to be the true and only God in heaven 
and on earth, who keepeth covenant and mercy with those who 
walk before Him with all their heart. This acknowledgment 
produces the requisite confidence for offering the prayer which 
is sure of an answer (Matt. xxi. 22; Mark xi. 24; Jas. i 6). 
For ‘2k IDS TR, compare Ex. xv. 11 with Deut. iv. 39; 2 Sam. 
vil. 22, xxii. 32; Ps. lxxxvi. 8. “ Who keepeth covenant :and 
mercy,” verbatim the same as in Deut. vi. 9. The promise given 
to His servant David (2 Sam. vii), the fulfilment of which the 
commencement now lay before their eyes (cf. vers. 20, 21), was 
an emanation from the covenant faithfulness of God. “As it is 
this day,” as in ch. iii 6.—-Ver. 25. The expression “and now” 
(TAY) introduces the prayer for the further fulfilment of the 
promise, never to allow a successor upon the throne to be 
wanting to David, in the same conditional form in which 
David had uttered the hope in ch ii 4, and in which the 
Lord had renewed the promise to Solomon during the building 
of the temple (ch. vi. 12, 13). In NO3-7y ay '2BbD, instead of 
NDD by in ch. ii. 4, the divine rejection is more distinctly in- 
dicated_—Ver. 26 is not merely a repetition of the prayer in 
ver. 25, as Thenius supposes, but forms the introduction to the 
prayers which follow for the hearing of all the prayers presented 
before the Lord in the temple. The words, “let Thy words be 
verified, which Thou spakest unto Thy servant David,” contain 
something more than a prayer for the continual preservation of 
the descendants of David upon the throne, for the fulfilment of 
which Solomon prayed in ver. 25. They refer to the whole of 
the promise in 2 Sam. vii. 12-16. The plural 725 (Chethid) 
points back to DMIIIND in 2 Sam. vil 17, and is not to be 
altered into the singular after the Keri. The singular JON’ is 
used as it frequently is with the subject in the plural, when | 
the verb precedes (cf. Ewald, § 316, a, 1). Solomon has here in 
mind one particular point in the promise, viz that God would 
not withdraw His mercy from the seed of David, even when it 
sinned. This is evident from what follows, where he mentions 
simply cases of transgression, and prays that they may be for- 
given.—Vers. 26-28 sqq. are closely connected in this sense: 
keep Thy words that were spoken to David; for although this 
temple cannot hold Thine infinite divine nature, I know that 
Thou wilt have respect to the prayer of Thy servant, to keep 
Thine eyes open over this temple, to hear every prayer which 
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Thy people shall bring before Thee therein. 258 in ver. 28 
continues the optative 82 {ON in ver. 26; and ver. 27 contains 
an intermediate thought, with which Solomon meets certain 
contracted ideas of the gracious presence of God in the temple. 
‘D (ver. 27) signifies neither but, nevertheless, atgui (Bottcher), 
nor “as” (Thenius, Bertheau) ; and the assertion that ver. 27 
is the commencement of a new section is overthrown by the 
inadmissible rendering of M38, “but Thou turnest Thyself” 
(Thenius)—-With the words, “ Should God really dwell upon 
the earth! behold, the heaven and the heaven of heavens (2... 
the heavens in their widest extent, -cf. Deut. x. 14) cannot con- 
tain Thee, to say nothing (‘2 AX; cf. Ewald, § 354, c) of this 
house which I have built,” in which the infinitude of God and 
His exaltation above the world are expressed as clearly and 
forcibly as possible, Solomon does not intend to guard against 
the delusion that God really dwells in temples (J. D. Mich.), 
but simply to meet the erroneous idea that He dwells in the 
temple as men dwell in a house, namely, shut up within it, 
and not also outside and above it,—a delusion which sometimes 
forced its way into the unspiritual nation, but which was always 
attacked by the prophets (cf. Mic. ii. 11; Jer. vii. 4, etc.). For 
it is evident that Solomon did combine with his clear percep- 
tion of the infinite exaltation of God a firm belief in His real 
presence in the temple, and did not do homage to the abstract 
idealism of the rationalists, not merely from his declaration 
in vers. 12 sqq. that he had built this temple as a dwelling-. 
place for God, but also from the substance of all the fol- 
lowing prayers, and pmmarily from the general prayer in 
vers. 28 and 29, that God would take this temple under His 
special protection, and hearken to every prayer directed towards 
it. The distinction between "Ph, 73NA, and 777 is the follow- 
ing: BA denotes prayer in general, praise, supplication, and 
thanksgiving ; 73NA, supplication or entreaty, prayer for help and 
mercy ; and 39, jubilation, prayer as the joyous utterance of 
praise and thanksgiving—Ver. 29. “That Thine eyes may be 
open upon this house night and day.” MBiTON, special quadam 
providentia in hance domum directt (Mich). The following 
clause, “upon the place of which Thou hast said, My name shall 
be there” (namely, 2 Sam. vii. 13, amplicite), contains within 
itself the ground upon which the prayer rests. Because the 
name of God will be in the temple, i. because God will mani- 
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fest His gracious presence there, He will also keep His eyes 
open upon it, so as to hear the prayer of Solomon directed 
towards it. 737 pipen Sx (toward this place): because Solomon 
also was praying in the court towards the temple.—In ver. 30, 
“and hear the supplication of Thy servant and of Thy people 
Israel,” he begins by asking that those prayers may be heard 
which the king and people shall henceforth bring before God 
in the temple. YOM corresponds to M2) in ver. 28, and is 
more precisely defined by the following YOwA ARN (as for these 
prayers), Thou wilt hear them up to the place of Thine abode, 
to heaven. 8 YO is a pregnant expression: to hear the 
prayer, which ascends to heaven. In the Chronicles we find 
throughout the explanatory >. The last words, “ hear and for- 
give,” must be left in their general form, and not limited by 
anything to be supplied. Nothing but forgiveness of sin can 
remove the curse by which transgression is followed. 

This general prayer is then particularized from ver. 31 on- 
wards by the introduction of seven special petitions for an 
answer in the different cases in which, in future, prayers may 
be offered to God in the temple. The /irst prayer (vers. 31, 32) 
has reference to the oaths sworn in the temple, the sanctity of 
which God is asked to protect. “If a man sin against his 
neighbour, and an oath be laid upon him, to cause him to swear, 
and he come (and) swear before the altar in this house, then 
wilt Thou hear,” etc. “YN does not mean either “ granted 
that ” (Thenius) or “ just when” (Ewald, § 533, a), although DY is 
used in the Chronicles, and we might render it freely “ when ; ” 
but MS is simply an accusative particle, serving to introduce the 
following clause, in the sense of “as for,’ or “with regard to 
(such @ case as) that a man sins” (vid. Ewald, § 277, a). mPN N23 
cannot be taken as anything but an asyndeton. For if mE 
were a substantive, it would have the article (now) provided 
it were the subject, and the verb would be written "83; and if | 
it were the object, we should have TONS, as in Neh. x. 30 (cf. 
Ezek. xvii. 13). The prayer refers to the cases mentioned in 
Ex. xxii. 6-12 and Lev. v. 21-24, when. property entrusted to 
any one had been lost or injured, or when a thing had been 
found and the finding was denied, or when an act of fraud had 
been committed ; in which cases the law required not only com- 
pensation with the addition of a fifth of its value, but also a 
trespass-offering as an expiation of the sin committed by taking 
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a false oath. But as this punishment could only be inflicted 
when the guilty person afterwards confessed his guilt, many 
false oaths might have been sworn in the cases in question 
and have remained unpunished, so far as men were concerned. 
Solomon therefore prays that the Lord will hear every such oath 
that shall have been sworn before the altar, and work (n'y), 
ae. actively interpose, and judge His servants, to punish the 
guilty and justify the innocent. The construction DYWt porn 
(vers. 32, 34, 36, etc.) can be explained more simply from the 
adverbial use of the accusative (Ewald, § 300, 0), than from oN 
m'pe7 in ver. 30. ivs2 idT1 NN, to give (bring) his way upon 
his ‘head, i.e. to cause the merited punishment to fall upon him 
(cf. Ezek. ix. 10, xi. 21, ete). Ye yen and pry P™INI recall 
Deut. xxv. 2. For inpw 2 nA compare 2 Sam. xxii. 21, 25.— 
The following cases are all taken from Lev. xxvi. and Deut. xxviii. 

Vers. 33 and 34. The second petition,—* If Thy people Israel 
are smitten by the enemy, because they have sinned against 
Thee, and they turn to Thee and confess Thy name, . . . then 
hear . . . and bring them back into the land,’—refers to the 
threatenings in Lev. xxvi. 17 and Deut. xxviii. 25, where the 
nation is threatened with defeat and subjugation on the part of 
enemies, who shall invade the land, in which case prisoners 
of war are carried away into foreign lands, but the mass of the 
people remain in the land, so that they who are beaten can pray 
to the Lord in the temple, that He will forgive them their sin, 
save them out of the power of the enemy, and bring back the 
captives and fugitives into their fatherland. 

Vers, 35 and 36. The third prayer refers to the remission of 
the punishment of drought threatened against the land, when the 
heaven is shut up, according to Lev. xxvi. 19, Deut. xi. 17, xxviii. 
23. Dyn *D, because Thou humblest them (LXX., Vulg.); not “that 
Thou hearest them ” (Chald. and others). O1)n ‘3, because Thou 
teachest them the good way. These words correspond to Dyn ‘5, 
and contain a motive for forgiveness. Because God teaches His 
people and seeks by means of chastisements to bring them back 
to the good way when they fail'to keep His commandments, He 
must forgive when they recognise the punishment as a divine 
chastisement and come to Him with penitential prayer. 

Vers. 37-40. The fourth prayer relates to the removal of 
other land-plagues: famine (Lev. xxvi. 19, 20, and 26; Deut. 
xxviii 23); pestilence (Lev. xxvi. 25); blight and mildew 
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in the corn (Deut. xxviii. 22); locusts (on, devourer,.is con- 
nected with "2°8 without a copula,—in the Chronicles by Vév,— 
to depict the plague of locusts more vividly before their eyes 
after Deut. xxviii. 38); oppression by enemies in their own land; 
lastly, plagues and diseases of all kinds, such as are threatened 
against the rebellious in Lev. xxvi. 16 and Deut. xxviii. 59-61. 
7¥" 1s not the imperfect Kal of W¥ (Ges., Dietr., Fiirst, Olsh. 
Gramm. p. 524), but the imperfect Hiphd of 1¥7 in Deut. xxviii. 
52, as in Neh. ix. 27; and the difficult expression YY N32 
is probably to be altered into ‘YY N53, whilst MWY is either to 
be taken as a second object to ¥', as Luther supposes, or as 
in apposition to 83, in the land (in) his gates, as Bertheau 
assumes. The assertion of Thenius, that all the versions except 
the Vulgate are founded upon the reading Y NNN3, is incorrect. 
mn) is omitted after nbmo-o3, since Solomon dropped the 
construction with which he commenced, and therefore briefly 
summed up all the prayers, addressed to God under the various 
chastisements here named, in the expression ann"03 7? Bn-23, 
which is placed absolutely at the opening of ver. 38. WN 
‘uy pYT, “ when they perceive each one the stroke of his heart,” 
ze. not dolor anima quem quisque sentit (Vatab., C. a Lap.), but 
the plague regarded as a blow falling upon the heart, in other 
words, as a chastisement inflicted upon him by God. In all 
these cases may God hear his prayer, and do and give to every 
one according to his way. 1A IWk, “as Thou knowest his heart,” 
ae. a8 is profitable for every one according to the state of his 
heart or his disposition. God can do this, because He knows 
the hearts of all men (cf. Jer. xvii. 10). The purpose assigned 
for all this hearing of prayer (ver. 40), viz. “ that they may fear 
Thee,” etc., is the same as in Deut. iv. 10. 

Vers. 41-43. The /i/th prayer has reference to the hearing of 
the prayers of foreigners, who shall pray in the temple. Solomon 
assumes as certain that foreigners will come and worship before 
Jehovah in His temple; even Moses himself had allowed the 
foreigners living among the Israelites to offer sacrifice at the 
temple (Num. xv. 14 sqq.), and the great name and the arm of 
the Lord, that had manifested itself in deeds of omnipotence, 
had become known in the times of Moses to the surround- 
ing nations (Ex. xv. 14, xvii. 1; Josh. v. 1), and the report 
of this had reached Balaam even in Mesopotamia (see the 
Comm. on Num. xxii). 7329 OS does not mean “as for the 
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foreigners” (Thenius), for ON is never used in this sense; but 
it is to be connected with Yowm in ver. 43, as bx yow fre- 
quently occurs (Bertheau).—Ver. 42 is a parenthesis inserted 
in explanation of 7>¥ Wd? : “ for they will hear,” ete. The strong 
hand and the outstretched arm are connected together as a stand- 
ing expression for the wondrous manifestations of the divine 
omnipotence in the guidance of Israel, as in Deut. iv. 34, v. 15, 
etc. With >>anm 82 the (IND NI in ver. 41 is resumed, and 


the main thought continued—Ver. 43. The reason for the 
hearing of -the prayers of foreigners is “that all nations may 
know Thy name to fear Thee,” etc., as in Deut. xxviii. 10. An 
examination of this original passage, from which 1p) 7¥ "> 
‘1 Oy is taken and transferred to the temple, shows that the 
common explanations of this phrase, viz. “that this house is 
called after Thy name,” or “that Thy name is invoked over this 
temple (at its dedication),” are erroneous. The name of the 
Lord is always used in the Scriptures to denote the working of 
God among His people or in His kingdom (see at 2 Sam. vi. 2). 
The naming of this name over the nation, the temple, etc., pre- 
supposes the working of God within it, and denotes the con- 
fession and acknowledgment of that working. This is obvious 
from such passages as Jer. xiv. 9, where the expression “ Thy 
name is called over us” is only a further explanation of the 
word “ Thou art in the midst of us;” and from Isa. lxiii. 19, 
where “we are they over whom Thou hast not ruled from 
eternity ” is equivalent to “over whom Thy name has not been 
called.” The name of Jehovah will be named over the temple, 
when Jehovah manifests His gracious presence within it in such 
a manner, that the nations who pray towards it experience the 
working of the living God within His sanctuary. It is in this 
sense that it is stated in 2 Sam. vi. 2 that the name of Jehovah 
is named above the ark of the covenant (see the Comm. zn loc.).— 
There are no cases on record of the worship of foreigners in con- 
nection with Solomon’s temple, though there are in connection 
with the temple built after the captivity (vid. Josephus, Ant. x1. 
8, 5, that of Alexander the Great; xii. 2, 5 sqq., that of Ptole- 
mzus Philadelphus; and 2 Mace. iii. 2, 3, that of Seleucus). 

- Finally, in vers. 44-50 Solomon also asks, that when prayers 
are directed towards the temple by those who are far away both 
from Jerusalem and the temple, they may be heard. The szzth 
case, in vers, 44 and 45, is, if Israel should be engaged in war 
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with an enemy by the appointment of God; and the seventh, 
in vers. 46-50, is, if it should be carried away by enemies on 
account of its sins. By the expression in ver. 44, “ in the 
way which Thou sendest them,” the war is described as one 
undertaken by the direction of God, whether waged against an 
enemy who has invaded the land, or outside the land of Canaan 
for the chastisement of the heathen dwelling around them. 
“ And shall pray ‘M1 VyN TW:” «ec. in the direction towards the 
chosen city and the temple, namely, in faith in the actual 
presence of the covenant God in the temple. ON, “ to 
Jehovah,” instead of “to Thee,” is probably introduced for the 
sake of greater clearness. Oba n'y, and secure them justice 
(cf. Deut. x. 18, Ps. ix. 5, etc.).—Vers. 46 sqq. In the seventh 
prayer, viz. if Israel should be given up to its enemies on 
account of its sins and carried away into the land of the enemy, 
Solomon had the threat in Lev. xxvi. 33 and 44 in his eye, 
though he does not confine his prayer to the exile of the whole 
nation foretold in that passage and in Deut. xxvil. 45 sqq., 
64 sqq., and xxx. 1—5, but extends it to every case of trans- 
portation to an enemy’s land. pad ON YN, “and they take it 
to heart,” compare Deut. iv. 39, and without the object, Deut. 
xxx. 1; not “ they feel remorse,” as Thenius supposes, because 
the Hiphil cannot have this reflective signification (Bottcher). 
The confession of sin in ver. 47, DYY7 WM WRON, was adopted 
by the Jews when in captivity as the most exhaustive ex- 
pression of their deep consciousness of guilt (Dan. ix. 5; Ps. evi. 
6). DN, to slip, dabt, depicts sin as a wandering from right ; 


1 Bertheau (on Chron.) has already proved that there is no force in the 
arguments by which Thenius attempts to show, on doctrinal grounds, that 
vers. 44-51 are an interpolated addition. As he correctly observes, ‘‘ it is, 
on the contrary, quite in harmony with the original plan, that the two cascs 
are also anticipated, in which the prayers of Israelites who are at a distance from 
the seat of the sanctuary are directed towards the temple, since it is perfectly 
appropriate that the prayers of the Israelites at the place of the sanctuary are 
mentioned first, then the prayers of foreigners at the same place, and lastly 
the prayers of Israelites, who, because they are not in Jerusalem, are obliged 
to content themselves with turning their faces towards the temple. We might 
also point to the fact that it is probably intentional that exactly seven 
cases are enumerated, inasmuch as in enumerations of this kind, which are 
not restricted by the nature of the case to any definite measure, such a 
number as seven easily furnishes an outward limit,”—or more correctly: be- 
cause seven as a sacred or covenant number was more appropriate than any 
other to embrace all prayers addressed to God. 
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myn, to act perversely, as a conscious perversion of justice; 
and Ye as a passionate rebellion against God (cf. Isa. lvii. 20). 
—Ver. 50. DDIM? DAN; literally, “and make (place) them for 
compassion before their captors, that they may have compassion 
upon them,” 2.¢. cause them to meet with compassion from their 
enemies, who have carried them away.—lIn vers. 51-53 Solo- 
mon closes with general reasons, which should secure the hear- 
ing of his prayer on the part of God. Bertheau follows the 
earlier commentators in admitting that these reasons refer not 
merely to the last petitions, but to all the preceding ones,’ 
The plea “ for they are Thy people,” etc. (ver. 51), is taken from 
Deut. iv. 10; and that in ver. 53, “ Thou didst separate them,” 
etc., is taken from Lev. xx. 24, 26, compared with Ex. xix. 5. 
“Wd PIV nin, “that Thine eyes may be opened,” follows upon 
myow” (“then hear Thou”) in ver. 49; just as ver. 29 at the 
commencement of the prayer follows upon 35) in ver. 28. The 
recurrence of the same expression shows that the prayer is 
drawing to a close, and is rounded off by a return to the 
thought with which it opened. ‘“ As Thou spakest by Moses” 
points back to Ex. xix. 5—In 2 Chron. vi 40-42 the con- 
clusion of the prayer is somewhat altered, and closes with the 
appeal to the Lord to cause salvation and grace to go forth 
from the temple over His people. 


Vers. 54-66. ConcLupInc Act of the dedication of the 
temple. Vers, 54-61. Blessing the congregation—After the 
conclusion of the prayer, Solomon rose up from his knees and 
blessed all the assembled congregation. _Ni#B YB2) is a cir- 
cumstantial clause, which must be connected with the previous - 
words and rendered thus: “from lying upon his knees with 
his hands spread out towards heaven.” ‘“ And he stood,” 2.e. he 
came from the altar and stood nearer to the assembled congre- 
gation. The blessing begins with praise to the Lord for the 
fulfilment of His promises (ver. 16), and consists in the petition 
that the Lord will always fulfil his (Solomon’s) prayers, and 


1 Seb. Schmidt has already given the following explanation: ‘These 
things which I have asked for myself and for my people do Thou, O Lord, 
because it is for Thy people that I have prayed, and I am their king: there- 
fore hear Thou the prayersof Thy servant and Thy people. Forin ver. 52 he 
makes mention of his own case and of the cases of all the rest, in which they 
would call upon the Lord. 
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grant His people the promised salvation.—Ver. 56. The praise 
of Jehovah rests, so far as the first part is concerned, upon the 
promise in Deut. xii 9,10, and upon its fulfilment in Josh. 
xxi 44, 45 and xxiii 14; and the second part is founded upon 
Lev. xxvi. 3-13 and Deut. xxviii. 1-14, where the “good word, 
which the Lord spake by Moses,” is more precisely described 
as the blessing which the Lord had promised to His people 
and had hitherto bestowed upon them. He had already given 
Israel rest by means of Joshua when the land of Canaan was 
taken ; but since many parts of the land still remained in the 
hands of the Canaanites, this rest was only fully secured to 
them by David's victories over all theirenemies. This glorious 
fulfilment warranted the hope that the Lord would also fulfil in 
the future what He had promised His servant David (2 Sam. 
vii. 10), if the people themselves would only faithfully adhere 
to their God. Solomon therefore sums up all his wishes for 
the good of the kingdom in vers. 57-61 in the words, “ May 
Jehovah our God be with us, as He was with our fathers ; may 
He not leave us nor forsake us, to incline our heart to Himself, 
that we may walk in all His ways,” etc—that the evil word 
predicted by Moses in Lev. xxvi. 14 sqq., Deut. xxviil. 15, may 
not fall upon us. For ver. 57 compare Deut. xxxi 6, 8, and 
Josh. i, 5, eR °8 corresponds to yen OX in these passages. 
In the Pentateuch 2 is used but once of men who forsake 
the Lord, viz. Deut. xxxii. 15; in other cases it is only used 
in the general sense of casting away, letting alone, and other 
similar meanings. It is first used of God, in the sense of for- 


1 This blessing is omitted from the Chronicles, because it is simply a re- 
capitulation of the longer prayer; but instead of it we have a statement, in 
2 Chron. vii. 1-4, to the effect that fire fell from heaven ahd consumed the 
burnt-offering upon the altar. This statement, which even Movers regards as 
a traditional, i.e. a legendary addition, according to his erroneous view of 
the sources of the Chronicles, is confirmed by the similar miracle which 
occurred at the dedication of the temple. It is omitted, like so many other 
things in the account before us, because all that was essential in this occur- 
rence was contained implicite in the filling of the temple with the glory of the 
Lord. Just as at the consecration of the Mosaic sanctuary the Lord did not 
merely manifest His gracious presence through the cloud which filled the 
tent, but also kindled the first sacrifice with fire from heaven (Lev. ix. 24), 
to sanctify the altar as the legitimate place of sacrifice ; so also at the temple 
the miraculous kindling of the first sacrifice with fire from heaven was the 
immediate and even necessary consequence of the filling of the temple with 
the cloud, in which the presence of Jehovah was embodied. 
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saking His people, in Ps. xxvii. 9 in connection with 3t¥; and 
it frequently occurs afterwards in Jeremiah—vVer. 59. May 
these my words, which I have prayed (vers. 25-43), be near to 
Jehovah our God day and night, that He may secure the right 
of His servant (the king) and of His people, as every day 
demands. idi‘’2 Of 135, as in Ex. v. 13, xvi. 4.—For ver. 60 
compare ver. 43.—Ver. 61. Let your heart be ’" ny Ov, wholly, 
undividedly devoted to the Lord (cf. ch. xi. 4, xv. 3, 14, etc.). 
Vers. 62-66. Sacrifices and feast—Vers. 62, 63. The dedi- 
catory prayer was followed by a magnificent sacrifice offered by 
the king and all Israel. The thank-offering (0'D2N3t) con- 
sisted, in accordance with the magnitude of the manifestation of 
divine grace, of 22,000 oxen and 120,000 sheep. This enormous 
number of sacrificial animals, in which J. D. Michaelis found 
serious difficulties, Thenius endeavours to set aside as too large, 
by calculating that as these sacrifices were offered in seven 
days, reckoning the sacrificial day at twelve full hours, there 
must have been about five oxen and about twenty-five sheep 
slaughtered and offered in sacrifice every minute for the king 
alone. This calculation would be conclusive, if there were any 
foundation for the three assumptions upon which it rests: 
namely, (1) that the number of sacrifices mentioned was offered 
for the king alone; (2) that the slaughtering and preparation 
of the sacrificial animals could only be performed by the priests 
and Levites; and (3) that the whole of the flesh of these 
sacrificial animals was to be consumed upon the altar. But 
‘these three assumptions are all erroneous. There is nothing in 
the account about their being “ for the king alone.” For it is 
obvious that the words “ and Solomon offered a sacrifice” are 
not to be understood as signifying that the king had these 
sacrifices offered for himself alone, but that the words refer to 
the sacrifices offered by the king and all Israel for the con- 
secration of the temple, from the simple fact that in ver. 62 
“Solomon and all Israel” are expressly mentioned as offering 
sacrifice, and that after the statement of the number of the 
sacrifices we find these words in ver. 63: “so the king and all 
the children of Israel dedicated the house of Jehovah.” More- 
over it is very evident from the law in Lev. 1. and iii that at 
the offering of sacrifice the slaughtering, flaying, and prepara- 
tion of the sacrificial.animals were performed by any Israelite, 
and that it was only the sprinkling of the blood against the 
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altar and the burning of the sacrificial portions upon the altar 
which were the exclusive province of the priests. In order to 
form a correct idea of the enormous number of sacrifices which 
could be slaughtered on any one day, we will refer again to the 
notice in Josephus (Bell. Jud. vi. 9, 3) already mentioned in the 
Comm. on the Pentateuch, vol. ui. p. 51 (translation), that in the 
reign of the emperor Nero the procurator Cestius directed the 
priests to count the number of the paschal lambs, and that 
they counted 250,000, which were slaughtered for the passover 
between the ninth and eleventh hours of the day, and of which 
the blood was sprinkled upon the altar. If then it was pos- 
sible at that time to slaughter more than 250,000 lambs in 
three hours of the afternoon, and to sprinkle the blood upon 
the altar, there can have been no difficulty in slaughtering and 
sacrificing 3000 oxen and 18,000 sheep at the dedication of 
the temple on each of the seven days of the festival As all 
Israel from Hamath to the brook of Egypt came to Jerusalem 
to this festival, we shall not be above the mark if we estimate 
the number of the heads of houses present at 100,000. And 
with very little trouble they could have slaughtered 3000 oxen 
and 18,000 sheep a day and prepared them for sacrificing. 
How many priests took an active part in this, we do not indeed 
know, in fact we have no information as to the number of the 
priests in Solomon’s time; but we know that in the time of 
David the number of Levites qualified for service, reckoning 
from their thirtieth year, was 38,000, so that we may certainly 
assume that there were two or three thousand pmests. Now if 
only the half of these Levites and priests had come to Jerusalem to 
the dedication of the temple, they alone could have slaughtered 
3000 oxen and 18,000 sheep every day. And would not a 
thousand priests have been sufficient to sprinkle the blood of 
so many animals upon the altar and to burn the fat between 
the morning and evening sacrifice? If we divided these sacri- 
fices among a thousand priests, each one would only have had 
to attend to the sprinkling of the blood and buming of the fat 
of three oxen and eighteen sheep each day.—But the brazen 
altar of burnt-offering might not have been large enough for 
the burning of so many sacrifices, notwithstanding the fact that 
only the fat portions of the thank-offerings were consumed, and 
they did not require much room; since the morning and even- 
ing burnt-offerings were added daily, and as festal offerings 
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they would certainly not consist of a lamb only, but at least of one 
bullock, and they were burned whole, although the altar of burnt- 
offering with a surface of 144 square yards (see my bibl. Archdol. — 
i. p. 127) would hold a very large quantity of sacrificial flesh at 
once. In ver. 64, however, it is expressly stated that Solomon 
sanctified the middle of the court, which was before the house 
of Jehovah, to burn the burnt-offering and meat-offering and the 
fat portions of the thank-offerings there, because the brazen altar 
was too small to hold these sacrifices. “The middle of the court” 
(7¥n7 FIA) is the whole of the inner portion of the court of the - 
priests, which was in front of the temple-house and formed the 
centre of the court surrounding the temple. Of course we have 
not to imagine that the sacrifices were offered upon the stone 
pavement of the court, but must assume that there were auxiliary 
altars erected in the inner court around the brazen altar. By 
the burnt-offering and the meat-offering (belonging to it: NAVIN 
MmMSTNN) we are not to understand certain burnt-offerings, 
which were offered for a definite number of thank-offerings, as 
Thenius supposes. The singular and the definite article are 
both at variance with this. The reference is rather to the 
(well-known) daily morning and evening burnt-offerings with 
their meat-offering, and in this case, no doubt, to such a festal 
sacrifice as is prescribed in Num. xxviii. for the great yearly 
feasts—Ver. 65. Thus Solomon held the feast at that time, and 
all Israel with him, a great assembly from the neighbourhood 
of Hamath to the brook of Egypt, ze. from the whole land in its 
fullest extent from north to south. ‘“ The district of Hamath,” 
t.e. Epiphania on the Orontes, is mentioned as the northern 
boundary (cf. Num. xxxiv. 8, xiii 21, Josh. xu. 5, etc.) ; and 
“the brook of Egypt” (amo on), Rhinocorura, as the southern 
boundary (cf. Num. xxxiv. 8, Josh. xv. 4). “The feast” (395), 
which Solomon held with the people “seven days and seven 
days, fourteen days,” is not the feast of the dedication, but, as 
in ver. 2, the feast of tabernacles, which fell in the seventh 
month ; and the meaning of the verse is, that on that occasion 
the feast of the seventh month was kept for fourteen days, namely, 
seven days as the feast of the dedication, and seven days as the 
feast of tabernacles. We are obliged to take the words in this 
way, partly on account of the evident reference to 3N3 (at the 
feast) in ver. 2 in the expression JMiTNS (the feast) in this 
verse, and partly on account of the statement which follows in 
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ver. 66, “and on the eighth day he sent the people away.” 
The “ eighth day” is not the first day of the feast of tabernacles 
(Thenius) ; but the eighth day, as the conclusion of the feast of 
tabernacles, M¥y (Lev. xxiii. 36). The correctness of this view 
is placed beyond all doubt by the context in the Chronicles, 
which states more clearly that “Solomon kept the feast seven 
days, and all Israel with him . . . and they kept MSY (the 
closing feast) on the eighth day; for they kept the dedication — 
of the altar seven days and the feast seven days; and on the 
twenty-third day of the seventh month he sent the people 
away.” The feast of tabernacles lasted seven days, from the 
15th to the 21st, with a closing festival on the eighth day, z.e. 
the 22d of the month (Lev. xxi 33-39). This festival was 
preceded by the dedication of the temple from the 8th to the 
14th of the month. The statement in ver. 66, “on the eighth 
day he sent the people away,” if we take the words in their 
strict sense, is at variance with the statement in the Chronicles, 
“on the 23d day,” since the eighth day of the feast of taber- 
nacles was the 22d day of the month; but it may easily be 
accounted for from want of precision in a well-known mattbr. 
Solomon sent the people away on the eighth day, 4¢. on the 
afternoon or evening of the aézereth of the feast of tabernacles, 
so that on the morning of the next day, ze. on the 23d of the 
month, the people took their journey home, “joyful and glad of 
heart for all the goodness that the Lord had shown to His ser- 
vant David and to the people.” Dad is mentioned, because 
the completion of the building of the temple was the fulfilment 
of the divine promise given to him. “Tents,” for houses, as -in 
2 Sam. xx. 1, Judg. vii. 8, and other passages. 


CHAP. IX. THE ANSWER TO SOLOMON’S PRAYER. THE MEANS 
EMPLOYED FOR THE ERECTION OF HIS BUILDINGS. 


Vers. 1—9. THE ANSWER OF THE LorD TO SoLomon’s DeDICca- 
TORY PRAYER (cf. 2 Chron. vii, 11—22).—Vers. 1, 2. When 
Solomon had finished the building of the temple, and of his 
palace, and of all that he had a desire to build, the Lord 
appeared to him the second time, as He had appeared to him at 
Gibeon, z.c. by night in a dream (see ch. iii. 5), to promise him 
that his prayer should be answered. For the point of time, see 
at ch. viii, 1. pvN-93, all Solomon's desire or pleasure, is para- 
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phrased thus in the Chronicles: 39 5y 273, “all that came 
into his mind,” and, in accordance with the context, is very 
properly restricted to these two principal buildings by the clause, 
“in the house of Jehovah and in his own house.”——Vers. 3 sqq. 
The divine promise to Solomon, that his prayer should be 
answered, is closely connected with the substance of the prayer ; 
but in our account we have only a brief summary, whereas in the 
Chronicles it is given more elaborately (vid. 2 Chron. vii. 12-16). 
“TI have sanctified this house which thou hast built, to put my 
name there.” For the expression, see Deut. xii. 11. The sanc- 
tifying consisted in the fact, that Jehovah put His name in the 
temple; ze that by filling the temple with the cloud which 
visibly displayed His presence, He consecrated it. as the scene 
of the manifestation of His grace. To Solomon’s prayer, “ May 
Thine eyes stand open over this house” (ch. viii 29), the Lord 
replies, giving always more than we ask, “ My eyes and my 
heart shall be there perpetually.”—-Vers. 4 and 5 contain the 
special answer to ch. villi. 25 and 26.—Vers. 6-9 refer to the 
prayer for the turning away of the curse, to which the Lord 
replies: If ye and your children turn away from me, and do 
not keep my commandments, but worship other gods, this house 
will not protect you from the curses threatened in the law, but 
they will be fulfilled in all their terrible force upon you and 
apon this temple. This threat follows the Pentateuch exactly 
in the words in which it is expressed; ver. 7 being founded 
upon Deut. xxviii. 37, 45, and 63, and the curse pronounced 
upon Israel in Deut. xxix. 23-26 being transferred to the 
temple in vers. 8 and 9.—2B by nde’, to dismiss, z.e. to reject 
from before my face. “This house will be 19,” ie will stand 
high, or through its rejection will be a lofty example for all that 
pass by. The temple stood upon a high mountain, so that its 
ruins could not fail to attract the attention of all who went 
past. The expression Hoy is selected with an implied allusion 
to Deut. xxvi. 19 and xxviii. 1. -God there promises to make 
Israel iD, hich, exalted above all nations. This blessing will 
be turned into a curse. The temple, which was high and widely 
renowned, shall continue to be high, but in the opposite sense, as 
an example of the rejection of Israel from the presence of God.’ 


1 The conjecture of Bottcher, Thenius, and Bertheau, that rndy should be 
altered into ny, has no support in Mic. iil. 12, Jer. xxvi. 18, and Pa, Ixxix. 1, 
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Vers. 10-28. THE MEANS BY WHICH THE BUILDINGS WERE 
ERECTED.—In order that all which still remained to be said 
concerning Solomon’s buildings might be grouped together, 
different notices are introduced here, namely, as to his relation 
to Hiram, the erection of several fortresses, and the tributary 
labour, and also as to his maritime expeditions; and these hete- 
rogeneous materials are so arranged as to indicate the resources 
which enabled Solomon to erect so many and such magnificent 
buildings. These resources were: (1) his connection with king 
Hiram, who furnished him with building materials (vers. 10-14); 
(2) the tributary labour which he raised in his kingdom (vers. 
15-25); (3) the maritime expedition to Ophir, which’ brought 
him great wealth (vers. 26-28). But these notices are very 
condensed, and, as a comparison with the parallel account in 2 
Chron. vill. shows, are simply incomplete extracts from a more 
elaborate history. In the account of the tributary labour, the 
enumeration of the cities finished and fortified (vers. 15-19) 
is interpolated; and the information concerning the support 
which was rendered to Solomon in the erection of his buildings 
by Hiram (vers. 11-14), is merely supplementary to the 
account already given in ch. v. Vers. 24 and 25 point still 
more clearly to an earlier account, since they would be other- 
wise unintelligible—In 2 Chron. villi. the arrangement is a 
simpler one: the buildings are first of all enumerated in vers. 
1—6, and the account of the tributary labour follows in vers. 
7-11. 

Vers. 10-14. The notices concerning Solomon’s connection 
wih Hiram are very imperfect; for ver. 14 does not furnish 
a conclusion either in form or substance. The notice in 2 
Chron. viii. 1, 2 is still shorter, but it supplies an important 
addition to the account before us—Vers. 10 and 11 form one 


and has all the ancient versions against it; for they all contain the Masoretic 
text, either in a verbal translation (LXX.), or in a paraphrase, as for 
example the Chaldee, ‘‘ the house that was high shall be destroyed ;” the 
Syriac and Arabic, ‘‘ this house will be destroyed ;” and the Vulgate, domus 
hxe erit in eremplum.—In 2 Chron. vii. 21 the thought is somewhat varied 
by the alteration of fn into mn IWR. For it would never enter the mind 
of any sober critic to attribute this variation to a misinterpretation of our 
text. Still less can it be an unsuccessful attempt to explain or rectify our 
text, as Bottcher imagines, since the assertion of this critic, that rir dy is only 
used to signify an exalted position, and never the exaltation of dignity or 
worth, is proved to be erroneous by Deut. xxvi. 19 and xxviii. 1. 
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period. /f* '% (then he gave) in ver. 11 introduces the apodosis 
to ‘pd 7 (and it came to pass, etc.) in ver. 10; and ver. 11 
contains a circumstantial clause inserted as a parenthesis. 
Hiram had supported Solomon according to his desire with 
cedar wood and cypress wood, and with gold; and Solomon 
gave him in return, after his buildings were completed, twenty 
cities in the land of Gali. But these cities did not please 
Hiram. When he went out to see them, he said, “ What kind 
of cities are these (79 in a contemptuous sense) which thou 
hast given me, my brother?” ‘M8 as in ch. xx. 32, 1 Mace. 
x. 18, xi. 30, 2 Macc. xi. 22, as a conventional expression 
used by princes in their intercourse with one another. “And 
he called the land Cabul unto this day;” «ae. it retained this 
name even to later times. The land of Gali is a part of the 
country which was afterwards known as Galilawa, namely, the 
northern portion of it, as is evident from the fact that in Josh. 
xx. 7, xxi. 32, Kedes in the mountains of Naphtali, to the narth- 
west of Lake Huleh, is distinguished from the Kadesh in southern 
Palestine by the epithet 033, It is still more evident from 
2 Kings xv. 29 and Isa. vii. 23 that Galil embraced the 
northern part of the tribe of Naphtali; whilst the expression 
used by Isaiah, D'3n 53, also shows that this district was for 
the most part inhabited by heathen (ze. non-Israelites). The 
twenty cities in Gali, which Solomon gave to Hiram, certainly 
belonged therefore to the cities of the Canaanites mentioned 
in 2 Sam. xxiv. 7; that is to say, they were cities occupied 
chiefly by a heathen population, and in all probability they 
were in a very bad condition. Consequently they did not please 
Hiram, and he gave to the district the contemptuous name of 
the land of Cabul. Of the various interpretations given to the 
word Cabul (see Ges. Thes. p. 656), the one proposed by Hiller 
(Onomast. p. 435), and adopted by Reland, Ges., Maurer, and 
others, viz. that it is a contraction of A273, sicut 1d quod evanuit 
tanquam nthil, has the most to support it, since this is the mean- 
ing required by the context. At the same time it is possible, 
and even probable, that it had originally a different significa- 
tion, and is derived from 223 = 02 in the sense of to pawn, 
as Gesenius and Dietrich suppose. This is favoured by the 
occurrence of the name Cabul in Josh. xix. 27, where it is pro- 
bably derivable from 23, to fetter, and signifies literally a for- 
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tress or castle; but in this instance it has no connection with 
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the land of Cabw, since it is still preserved in the village of 
Cabul to the south-east of Acre (see the Comm. on Josh. l.c.). 
The “land of Cabul” would therefore mean the pawned land ; 
and in the mouths of the people this would be twisted into 
“good for nothing.” In this case 81? would have to be taken 
impersonally: “they called;” and the notice respecting this 
name would be simply an explanation of the way in which the 
people interpreted it. Hiram, however, did not retain this dis- 
trict, but gave it back to Solomon, who then completed the 
cities (2 Chron. viii. 2.).. The only way in which we can give to 
ver. 14 a meaning in harmony with the context, is by taking it 
as a supplementary explanation of INN... NWI... OM in 
ver. 11, and so rendering M2 as a pluperfect, as in ch. vii 
13: “Hiram had sent the king a hundred and twenty talents 
of gold.” If we reckon the value of gold as being ten times 
the worth of silver, a hundred and twenty talents of gold would 
be 3,141,600 thalers (about £471,240: Tr.). This is no doubt 
to be regarded as a loan, which Solomon obtained from Hiram 
to enable him to complete his buildings. Although David may 
have collected together the requisite amount of precious metals 
for the building of the temple, and Solomon had also very con- 
siderable yearly revenues, derived partly from tribute paid by 
subjugated nations and partly from trade, his buildings were 
so extensive, inasmuch as he erected a large number of cities 
beside the temple and his splendid palace (vers. 15-19), that 
his revenues might not suffice for the completion of these costly 
works; and therefore, since he would not apply the conse- 
crated treasures of the temple to the erection of cities and 
palaces, he might find himself compelled to procure a loan from 
the wealthy. king Hiram, which he probably intended to cover 
by ceding to him twenty cities on the border of the Pheenician 
territory. But as these cities did not please the king of Tyre and 
he gave them back to Solomon, the latter will no doubt have re- 
paid the amount borrowed during the last twenty years of his reign. 


1 This simple method of reconciling the account before us with the appa- 
rently discrepant notice in the Chronicles, concerning which even Movers (die 
biblische Chronik, p. 159) observes, that the chronicler interpolated it from a 
second (?) source, is so natural, that it is difficult to conceive how Bertheau 
can object to it; since he admits that the accounts in the books of Kings 
and Chronicles are incomplete extracts from common and more elaborate 
sources. 
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Vers. 15-23. Solomon’s tribute service, and the building of the 
cities, (Cf. 2 Chron. viii. 3-10.) The other means by which 
Solomon made it possible to erect so many buildings, was by 
compelling the remnants of the Canaanitish population that 
were still in the land to perform tributary labour. 081 137 it, 
“this is the case with regard to the tribute.” For DD Mpyn, 
compare ch. v. 27. To the announcement of the object which 
Solomon had in view in raising tributary labourers, namely, to 
build, etc., there is immediately appended a list of all the build- 
ings completed by him (vers. 15-19) ; and it is not till ver. 20 
that we have more precise details concerning the tribute itself. 
Millo, the wall of Jerusalem, and the cities enumerated, are for 
the most part not new buildings, but simply fortifications, or the 
completion of buildings already in existence. David had already 
built the castle of Millo and the wall of Jerusalem (2 Sam. v. 9); 
so that Solomon’s building was in both cases merely fortifying 
more strongly. On Millo see the fuller remarks at 2 Sam. v. 9; 
and on the building of the wall, those at ch. iii 1 and xi 27. 
As Solomon thereby closed the breach of the city of David 
according to ch. xi. 27, he probably extended the city wall so 
as to enclose the temple mountain; and he may possibly have 
also surrounded the lower city with a wall, since David had 
only built a fortification round about the upper city upon Zion 
(see at 2 Sam. v. 9).—Hazor: an old royal city of the Canaan- 
ites above Lake Hulch, which has not yet been discovered (see 
at Josh. xi 1). Megiddo; 2. Lcjun (see at ch. iv. 12). Gezer: 
also an old Canaanitish royal city, which stood close to the 
Philistian frontier, probably on the site of the present village of 
el Kubab (see at Josh. x. 33)—-Ver. 16. This city had been 
taken and burned down by the king of Egypt; its Canaanitish 
inhabitants had been put to death; and the city itself had been 
given as @ marriage portion to his daughter who was married 
to Solomon. Nothing is known concerning the occasion and 
object of Pharaoh’s warlike expedition against this city. The 
conjecture of Thenius, that the Canaanitish inhabitants of Gezer 
had drawn upon themselves the vengeance of Pharaoh, mentioned 
here, through a piratical raid upon the Egyptian coast, is open 
to this objection, that according to all accounts concerning its 
situation, Gezer was not situated near the sea-coast, but very 
far inland.—Ver. 17. This city Solomon built: ze. he not only 
rebuilt it, but also fortified it. He did the same also to Lower 
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Bethhoron, te. Beit-Ur Tachta, on the western slope of the 
mountains, four hours’ journey from Gibeon. According to 
2 Chron. viil. 5, Solomon also fortified Upper Bethhoron, which 
was separated by a deep wady from Lower Bethhoron, that lay 
to the west (see Comm. on Josh. x. 10 and xvi 3). The two 
Bethhorons and Gezer were very important places for the pro- 
tection of the mountainous country of Benjamin, Ephraim, and 
Judah against hostile invasions from the Philistian plain. The 
situation of Megiddo on the southern edge of the plain of 
Jezreel, through which the high road from the western coast to 
the Jordan ran, was equally important; and so also was Hazor 
as a border fortress against Syria in the northern part of the 
land.— Ver: 18. Solomon also built, ce. fortified, Baalath and 
Tadmor in the desert. According to Josh. xix. 44, Baalath 
_ was a city of Dan, and therefore, as Josephus (Anz. viii. 6, 1) 
justly observes, was not far from Gezer; and consequently is 
not to be identified with either Baalgad or Baalbek in Coele- 
syria (Iken, Mich. Rosenm.; cf. Robinson, Bibl. Res. p. 519). 
son (Chethid) is either to be read 1A, or according to Ewald 
(Gesch. aii. p. 344) WA, palm, a palm-city. The Keri requires 
161A (Tadmor, after 2 Chron. viii. 4), a pronunciation which 
may possibly have simply arisen from Aramzan expansion, but 
which is still the name for the city current among the Arabs 


even in the present day (eats locus palmarum feraz). The 


Greeks and Romans called it Palmyra. It was situated in 
what is certainly now a very desolate oasis of the Syrian desert, 
on the caravan road between Damascus and the Euphrates,— 
according to modern accounts, not more than seventeen hours’ 
journey from that river; and there are still magnificent ruins 
which attest the former glory of this wealthy and, under queen 
Zenobia, very powerful city (cf. Ritter, Lrdk. xvii. 2, p. 1486 
sqq., and E. Osiander in Herzog’s Cycl.). The correctness of 
this explanation of the name is placed beyond all doubt by the 
words “in the wilderness ;” and consequently even Movers has 
given up his former opinion, viz. that it was the city of Thamar 
in southern Judah (Ezek. xlvii 19, xlviil. 28), which Thenius 
has since adopted, and has decided ih favour of Palmyra, with- 
out being led astray by the attempt of Hitzig to explain thé 
name from the Sanscrit (vid. Deutsche morgld. Ztschr. viii. p. 222 
sqq.). The expression /1N3 appears superfluous, as all the cities 
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named before were situated in the land or kingdom of Solomon, 
and Zadmor is sufficiently defined by 13783 (in the desert). 
The text is evidently faulty, and either the name of the land, 
namely Hamath (according to 2 Chron. viii. 4), has dropped 
out, or (832 is to be taken in connection with what follows 
(according to the Cod. Al. of the LXX.), and the cop. } before 
ny-d3 MX must be erased and inserted before ./182 (“and in the 
land of all the magazine-cities ”).—-Ver. 19. The “ magazine- 
cities” (Ni33DH1 “W) were fortified cities, in which the produce 
of the land was collected, partly for provisioning the army, and 
partly for the support of the rural population in times of dis- 
tress (2 Chron. xvii. 12, xxxii. 28), similar to those which 
Pharaoh had built in the land of Goshen (Ex.1 11). If they 
were situated on the great commercial roads, they may also have 
served for storing provisions for the necessities of travellers and 
their beasts of burden. The cities for the war-chariots (2377) 
and cavalry (0°#18") were probably in part identical with the 
magazine-cities, and situated in different parts of the kingdom. 
There were no doubt some of these upon Lebanon, as we may - 
on the one hand infer from the general importance of the 
northern frontier to the security of the whole kingdom, and still 
more from the fact that Solomon had an opponent at Damascus 
in the person of Rezin (ch. xi 24), who could easily stir up 
rebellion in the northern provinces, which had only just been 
incorporated by David into the kingdom ; and as we may on 
the other hand clearly gather from 2 Chron. xvi. 4, according 
to which there were magazine-cities in the land of Naphtali. 
Finally, the words “ and what Solomon had a desire to build” 
embrace all the rest of his buildings, which it: would have 
occupied too much space to enumerate singly. That the words 
pun NN are not to be so pressed as to be made to denote simply 

“the buildings undertaken for pure pleasure,” like the works 
mentioned in Eccles. 1. 4 Sqq-, a8 Thenius and Bertheau sup- 
pose, is evident from a comparison of ver. 1, where all Solomon's 
buildings except the temple and palace, and therefore the forti- 
fications as well as others, are included in the expression “ all 
his desire.”—Fuller particulars concerning the tributary work- 
men are given in ver. 20 sqq. The Canaanitish population 
that was left in the land were made use of for this purpose,— 
namely, the descendants of the Canaanites who had not been 
entirely exterminated by the Israelites. “ Their children,” 
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etc., supplies a more precise definition of the expression “ alk 
the people,” etc., in ver. 20. (For the fact itself, see the com- 
mentary on ch. v. 27, 28.)—Ver. 22. Solomon did not make 
Israelites into tributary slaves; but they were warriors, mini- 
sters, and civil and military officera O’I3Y are the king’s ser- 
vants ; OW, the heads of the military and civil service ; “pee, 
royal adjutants (see at 2 Sam. xxiii 8); WB) 1297 Q¥, cap- 
tains over the royal war-chariots and cavalry.—For ver. 23 
compare ch. v. 30. 

Vers. 24 and 25 contain two notices, with which the account 
of Solomon’s buildings is brought to a close. Both verses point 
back to ch. ui 1-4 (viz. ver. 24 to ch. iii 1, and ver. 25 to 
ch. iii, 2-4), and show how the incongruities which existed at 
the commencement of Solomon’s reign were removed by his 
buildings) When Solomon married Pharaoh’s daughter, he 
brought her into the city of David (ch. ii. 1), until he should 
have finished his palace and built her a house of her own 
within it. After this building was completed, he had her 
. brought up from the city of David into it. mY, came up, inas- 
much as the palace stood upon the loftier summit of Zion. 48 
is to be connected with '§ which follows, in the sense of only or 
just as: as soon as Pharaoh’s daughter had gone up into the 
house built for her, Solomon built Millo..—Ver. 25. After the 
building of the temple, the practice of sacrificing upon the altars 
of the high places could be brought to an end (ch. i 2). 
Solomon now offered burnt-offerings and thank-offerings three 
times a year upon the altar which he had built to the Lord, 
ze. upon the altar of burnt-offermg in the temple, or as 
2 Chron. viii. 12 adds by way of explanation, “before the 
porch.” “ Three times in the year:” z.¢. at the three great yearly 
feasts—passover, the feast of weeks, and the feast of tabernacles 


1 Nothing certain can be gathered from this notice as to the situation of 
this castle. The remark made by Thenius, to the effect that it must have 
joined that portion of the palace in which the harem was, rests upon the 
assumption that Millo was evidently intended to shelter the harem,—an 
assumption which cannot be raised into a probability, to say nothing of a 
certainty. The building of Millo immediately after the entrance of Pharaoh's 
daughter into the house erected for her, may have arisen from the fact that 
David (? Solomon—Tr.) could not undertake the fortification of Jerusalem 
by means of this castle till after his own palace was finished, because he had 
not the requisite labour at command for carrying on all these buildings at the 
same time, 
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(2 Chron. viii. 13). The words which follow, ix WPM, “ and 
indeed burning (the sacrifice) at the (altar) which was. before 
Jehovah,” cannot be taken as parallel to the preceding clause, 
and understood as referring to the incense, which was offered 
along with the bleeding sacrifices, because VSP is not a pre- 
terite, but an inf. absol., which shows that this clause merely 
serves as an explanation of the preceding one, in the sense of, 
“namely, burning the sacrifices at the altar which was before 
Jehovah.” ‘HP is the technical expression here for the 
burning of the portions of the sacrificial flesh upon the altar, 
as in Ex. xxix. 18, Lev.i 9, etc. On the use of Wt after 
iAX, which Thenius and Bottcher could not understand, and on 
which they built up all kinds of conjectures, see Ewald, § 333, a, 
note.—MaiTNX Deh, “and made the house complete,” ze. he put 
the temple into a state of completion, by offering the yearly 
sacrifices there from that time forward, or, as Bottcher explains 
it, gave it thereby its full worth as a house of God and place of 
worship. 02 is to be taken grammatically as a continuation 
of the inf. abs. TDP. 

Vers. 26-28. He sends ships to Ophir—Solomon built a 
fleet (‘2% is collective, ships or fleet; the nom. unitatis is 38) 
at Eziongeber, near Eloth, on the coast of the Red Sea (RDTD?: 
see at Ex. x. 19), in the land of Edom; and Hiram sent in the 
fleet “shipmen that had: knowledge of the sea” along with 
Solomon’s servants to Ophir, whence they brought to king 
Solomon 420 talents of gold. ziongeber, a harbour at the north- 
eastern end of the Elanitic Gulf, was probably the “large and 
beautiful town of Asziun” mentioned by Makrizi (see at Num. 
xxx. 35), and situated on the great bay of Wady Emrag 
(see Riippell, Reisen in Nubien, pp. 252-3). loth (lit. trees, a 
grove, probably so named from the large palm-grove in the 
neighbourhood), or Elath (Deut. 11. 8; 2 Kings xiv. 22: see at 
Gen. xiv. 6), the Ada and 4lana of the Greeks and Romans, 
Arab. Azleh, was situated at the northern point of the (Elanitic) 
gulf, which took its name from the town; and in the time of 
the Fathers it was an important commercial town. It was not 
far from the small modern fortress of Akaba, where heaps of 
rubbish still show the spot on which it formerly stood (compare 
Riippell, Nub. p. 248, with plates 6 and 7, and Robinson, Pal. 
i. p. 251 sqq.).—The corresponding text, 2 Chron. viii. 17, 18, 
differs in many respects from the account before us. The state- 


148 THE FIRST BOOK OF KINGS. 


ment in the Chronicles, that Solomon went to Eziongeber and 
Elath, is but a very unimportant deviation ; for the building of 
the fleet makes it a very probable thing in itself that Solomon 
should have visited on that account the two towns on the 
Elanitic Gulf, which were very near to one another, to make 
the requisite arrangements upon the spot for this important 
undertaking. There is apparently a far greater deviation in 
ver. 27, where, in the place of the statement that Hiram sent 
‘IN3, in the (or a) fleet, his servants as sailors who had know- 
ledge of the sea, the chronicler affirms that Hiram sent by his 
servants ships and men who had knowledge of the sea’ For 
the only way in which Hiram could send ‘ships to Eziongeber 
was either by land or (as Ritter, Hrdk. xiv. p. 365, supposes) 
gut of the Persian Gulf, supposing that the Tyrians had a fleet 
upon that sea at so early a date as this. The statement in the 
Chronicles receives an apparent confirmation from 1 Kings x 
22, “ The king had a Tarshish fleet upon the sea with the fleet 
of Hiram,” if indeed this passage also refers to the trade with 
Ophir, as is generally supposed ; for then these words affirm 
that Hiram sent ships of his own to Ophir along with those of 
Solomon. We do not think it probable, however, that the 
words “ Hiram sent ships by his own men” are to be so pressed 
as to be taken to mean that he had whole ships, or ships taken 
to pieces, conveyed to Eziongeber either from Tyre or out of the 
Mediterranean Sea, although many cases might be cited from . 
antiquity in support of this view.’ In all probability the words 
affirm nothing more than that Hiram supplied the ships for this 
voyage, that is to say, that he had them built at Eziongeber by 
his own men, and the requisite materials conveyed thither, so 


1 Thus, for. example, according to Arriani ezped. Aler. 1. v. p. $29, and 
vii. p. 485 (ed. Blanc), Alexander the Great had ships transported from 
Pheenicia to the Euphrates, and out of the Indus into the Hydaspes, the 
ships being taken to pieces for the land transport (irunénoav), and the 
pieces (ruynara) afterwards joined together again. Plutarch relates (vita 
Anton. p. 948, ed. Frkf. 1620) that Cleopatra would have had her whole 
fleet carried across the isthmus which separates Egypt from the Red Sea, and 
have escaped by that means, had not the Arabs prevented the execution of 
her plan by burning the first ships that were drawn up on the land. Accord- 
ing to Thucydides, bell. Pelop. iv. 8, the Peloponnesians conveyed sixty ships 
which lay at Corcyra across the Leucadian isthmus. Compare also Polyzni 
strateg. v. 2, 6, and Ammian. Marcell. xxiv. 7, and from the middle ages the 
account of Makrizi in Burckhardt's Reisen in Syrien, p. 331. 
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far as they were not to be obtained upon the spot. At any 
rate, Solomon was obliged to call the Tyrians to his help for. 
the building of the ships, since the Israelites, who had hitherto 
carried on no maritime trade at all, were altogether inexpe- 
rienced in shipbuilding. Moreover, the country round Ezion- 
geber would hardly furnish wood adapted for the purpose, as 
there are only palms to be found there, whose spongy wood, 
however useful it may be for the inside of houses, cannot be 
applied to the building of ships. But if Hiram had ships built 
for Solomon by his own men and sent him sailors who were 
accustomed to the sea, he would certainly have some of his own 
ships engaged in this maritime trade; and this explains the 
statement in ch. x. 22. 

The destination of the fleet was Ophir, whence the ships 
brought 420 or (according to the Chronicles) 450 talents of 
gold. The difference between 420 and 450 may be accounted 
for from the substitution of the numeral letter 3 (50) for 5 
(20). The sum mentioned amounted to eleven or twelve million 
dollars (from £1,600,000 to £1,800,000—TR), and the ques- 
tion arises, whether this is to be taken as the result of one 
voyage, or as the entire profits resulting from the expeditions to 
Ophir. The words admit of either interpretation, although 
they are more favourable to the latter than to the former, inas- 
much as there is no allusion whatever to the fact that they 
brought this amount all at once or on every voyage. (See also 
at ch. x. 14 and 22.) The question as to the situation of 
Ophir has given rise to great dispute, and hitherto no certain 
conclusion has been arrived at; in fact, it is possible that 
there are no longer any means of deciding it. Some have 
endeavoured to prove that it was in southern Arabia, others 
that it was on the eastern coast of Africa, and others again that 
it was in Hither India The decision is dependent upon a 


1 Compare the thorough examination of the different views concerning 
Ophir in C. Ritter’s Erdk. xiv. pp. 848-431, with the briefer collection made 
by Gesenius in his Thes. p. 141 sq. and in the Allgem. Encyclop. der Wissen- 
schaft u. Kanste, 3 Sect. Bd. 4, p. 201 sqq., and by Pressel, art. ‘‘ Ophir,” in 
Herzog’s Cyclopezdia.—We need not dwell upon the different opinions held 
by the earlier writers. But among modern authors, Niebuhr, Gesenius, 
Rosenmiiller, and Seetzen decide in favour of Arabia; Quatremére (Mémoire 
sur le pays d Ophir in Mém. de 'Instit. roy. 1845, t. xv. P. ii. p. 850 sqq.) and 
Movers, who takes Ophir to be the name of an emporium on the eastern coast 
of Africa, in favour of Sofala; while Chr. Lassen (Jndische Alterthumskunde, 
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previous question, whether ch. x. 22, * The king hed a Tarshish 
fleet upon the sea with the fleet of Hiram ; once in three years 
came the Tarshish fleet, bringing gold, silver,” etc., also applies 
to the voyage to Ophir. The expression “Tarshish fleet ;” the 
word 5°23 (“on the sea”), which naturally suggests that sea to 
which the Israelites applied the special epithet 0°73, namely the 
Mediterranean; and lastly, the difference in the cargoes,—the 
ships from Ophir bringing gold and algummim wood (ver. 28 
and ch. x. 11), and the Tarshish fleet bringing gold, silver, 
ivory, apes, and peacocks (ch. x. 22)—appear to favour the 
conclusion that the Tarshish fleet did not sail to Ophir, but 
upon the Mediterranean Sea to Tarshish, te. Tartessus in Spain ; 
to which we may add the fact that *win NX is reproduced in 
2 Chron. ix. 21 by MeAR nisdh niu, “ships going to Tarshish.” 
Nevertheless, however plausible these arguments may appear, 
after a renewed investigation of the subject I cannot regard 
them as having decisive weight: for (1) the expression “ Tar- 
shish fleet” is used in ch. xxii. 49 in connection with ships 
that were intended to go to Ophir; (2) 5°%2 (upon the sea) 
might receive its more precise definition from what precedes ; 
and (3) the difference in the cargoes reduces itself to this, that 
in addition to the gold, which was the chief production of 
Ophir, there are a few other articles of trade mentioned, so 
that the account in ch. x. 22 is more complete than that in 
ch. ix. 28 and x. 11. The statement concerning the Tarshish 
fleet in ch. x. 22 contains a passing remark, like that in ch x. 
11, from which we must infer that both passages treat in the 
same manner simply of the voyage to Ophir, and therefore that 
the term “ Tarshish ships,” like our Indiamen (Jnudienfahrer), 
was applied to ships intended for long voyages. If, in addition 
to the ships sailing to Ophir, Solomon had also had a fleet upon — 
the Mediterranean Sea which sailed with the Phcenicians to 
Tartessus, this would certainly have been mentioned here (ch. 
ix. 27, 28) at the same time as the Ophir voyage. On all 


i. p. 587 sqq., ii. p. 552 sqq.) and C. Ritter are the principal supporters of India. 
On the other hand, Albr. Roscher (Ptulemdus und die Handelsstrassen in Cen- 
tral-Africa, Gotha 1857, p. 57 sqq.) has attempted to connect together all 
these views by assuming that the seamen of Hiram and Solomon fetched the 
gold of Western Africa from the island of Dahlak in the Red Sea, and having 
taken it to India to exchange, returned at the end of a three years’ voyage 
enriched with gold and the productions of India. 
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these grounds we can come fo no other conclusion than that 
the expression in 2 Chron. ix. 21, “ships going to Tarshish,” is 
simply a mistaken exposition of the term “ Tarshish fleet,’—a | 
mistake which may easily be explained from the fact, that at 
the time when the Chronicles were written, the voyages not 
only of the Israelites but also of the Tyrians both to Ophir and 
Tarshish had long since ceased, and even the geographical 
situation of these places was then unknown to the Jews (see 
my Introduction to the Old Test. p. 442, ed. 2). 

The name Ophir occurs first of all in Gen. x. 29 among the 
tribes of Southern Arabia, that were descended from Joktan, 
between Seba and Havilah, 26. the Sabseans and Chaulotzans. 
Hence it appears most natural to look for the gold-land of Ophir 
in Southern Arabia. But as there is still a possibility that the 
Joktanide tribe of Ophir, or one branch of it, may subsequently 
have emigrated either to the eastern coast of Africa or even to 
Hither India, and therefore that the Solomonian Ophir may 
have been an Arabian colony outside Arabia, the situation of 
this gold country cannot be determined without further evidence 
from Gen. x. 29 alone ; but before arriving at an actual decision, 
we must first of all examine the arguments that may be ad- 
duced in support of each of the three countries named. Sofala 
in Eastern Africa, in the Mozambique Channel, has nothing in 


common with the name Ophir, but is the Arabic 3\;, (Heb. 


71250), te. lowland or sea-coast; and the old Portuguese accounts 
of the gold mines in the district of Fura there, as well as the 
pretended walls of the queen of Saba, have far too little evidence 
to support them, to have any bearing upon the question before 
us. The supposed connection between the name Ophir and the 
city of ovrdpa mentioned by Ptolemeus, or Oimiapa by 
Periplus (Geogr. min. i. p. 30), in the neighbourhood of Goa, 
or the shepherd tribe of Abhira, cannot be sustained. Zoumdpa 
or Sufdra (Edrisi) answers to the Sanscrit Supdra, ze. beautiful ’ 
coast (cf Lassen, Ind. Alterthk. i. p. 10'7); and Odvmapa in 
Periplus is no doubt simply a false reading for Sovrdpa, which 
has nothing in common with VSI. And the shepherd tribe of 
Abhira can hardly come into consideration, because the country 
which they inhabited, to the south-east of the mouths of the 
Indus, has no gold.— Again, the hypothesis that India is intended 
derives just as little support from the circumstance that, with 
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the exception of Gen. x. 29, the LXX. have always rendered 
BIN either Ywdpipd or Yovdip, which is, according to the Coptic 
lexicographers, the name used by the Copts for India, and 
that Josephus (Ant. viii 6, 4), who used the Old Test. in the 
Alexandrian version, has given India as the explanation of 
Ophir, as it does from this supposed resemblance in the names. 
For, according to the geographical ideas of the Alexandrians and 
later Greeks, India reached to Ethiopia, and Ethiopia to India, 
as Letronne has conclusively proved (see his Mémoire sur une 
mission arienne, etc., in Mém. de UInstit. Acad. des Inscript. ea 
Bell. Lettres, t. x. p. 220 sqq.). 

Greater stress has been laid upon the duration of the voyages 
to Ophir,—namely, that the Tarshish fleet came once in three 
years, according to ch. x. 22, and brought gold, etc. But even 
Lassen, who follows Heeren, observes quite truly, that “ this 
expression need not be understood as signifying that three whole 
years intervened between the departure and return, but simply 
that the fleet returned once in the course of three years.” More- 
over, the stay in Ophir is to be reckoned in as part of the time 
occupied in the voyage ; and that this is not to be estimated as 
a short one, is evident from the fact that, according to Homer, 
Odyss. xv. 454 sqq., a Phoenician merchantman lay for a whole 
year at one of the Cyclades before he had disposed of his wares 
of every description, in return for other articles of commerce, 
and filled his roomy vessel. If we add to this the slowness of 
the voyage,—considering that just as at the present day the 
Arabian coasters go but very slowly from port to port, so the 
combined fleet of Hiram and Solomon would not be able to pro- 
ceed with any greater rapidity, inasmuch as the Tyrians were 
not better acquainted with the dangerous Arabian Sea than the 
modern Arabians are, and that the necessary provisions for a 
long voyage, especially the water for drinking, could not be 
taken on board all at once, but would have to be taken in at 
the different landing-places, and that on these occasions some 
trade would be done,—we can easily understand how a voyage 
from Eziongeber to the strait of Bab el Mandeb and the return 
might occupy more than a year,’ so that the time occupied in 


1 It is no proof to the contrary, that, according to the testimony of ancient 
writers, as collected by Movers (Phéniz. ii. 3, p. 190 sqq.), the Phoenicians 
sailed almost as rapidly as the modern merchant ships; for this evidence 
simply applies to the voyages on the Mediterranean Sea with which they were 
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the voyage as given here cannot furnish any decisive proof 
that the fleet sailed beyond Southern Arabia to the East Indies. 

And lastly, the same remarks apply to the goods brought 
from Ophir, which many regard as decisive evidence in favour of 
India. The principal article for which Ophir became so cele- 
brated, viz. the gold, is not found either in Sufdra near Goa, or 
in the land of Abhira. Even if India be much richer in gold 
than was formerly supposed (cf. Lassen, i. p. 592), the rich 
gold country lies to the north of Cashmir (see Lassen, ii. 
pp. 603-4). Moreover, not only is it impossible to conceive 
what goods the Phoenicians can have offered to the Indian 
merchants for their gold and the other articles named, since 
large sums of gold were sent to India every year in the Roman 
times to pay for the costly wares that were imported thence 
(see Roscher, pp. 53, 54); but it is still less possible to com- 
prehend how the shepherd tribe of Abhira could have come 
into possession of so much gold as the Ophir fleet brought 
home. The conjecture of Ritter (Zrdk. xiv. p. 399) and Lassen 
(ii p. 592), that this tribe had come to the coast not very long 
before from some country of their own where gold abounded, 
and that as an uncultivated shepherd tribe they attached but 
very little value to the gold, so that they parted with it to the 
Pheenicians for their purple cloths, their works in brass and 
glass, and for other things, has far too little probability to 
appear at all admissible. If the Abhira did not know the 
value of the gold, they would not have brought it in such quan- 
tities out of their original home into these new settlements. 
We should therefore be obliged to assume that they were a 
trading people, and this would be at variance with all the 
known accounts concerning this tribe——As a rule, the gold 
treasures of Hither Asia were principally obtained from Arabia 
in the most ancient times. If we leave Havilah (Gen. ii 11) 
out of the account, because its position cannot be determined 
familiar, and to the period when the Phoenician navigation had reached its 
fullest development, so that it has no bearing upon the time of Solomon and 
a voyage upon the Arabian Sea, with which the Phenicians were hitherto 
quite unacquainted.—Again, the calculation made by Lassen (ii. pp. 590-1), 
according to which a voyage from Eziongeber to the mouth of the Indus could 
have been accomplished in a hundred days, is founded upon the assumption 
that the Phoenicians were already acquainted with the monsoon and knew 


what was the best time for the navigation of the Red Sea,—an assumption 
which can neither be proved nor shown to be probable. 
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with certainty, the only other place specially referred to in the 
Old Testament besides Ophir as being celebrated as a gold 
country is Saba, in the south-western portion of Yemen. The 
Sabseans bring gold, precious stones, and incense (Isa. lx. 6; 
Ezek. xxvii. 22); and the queen of Saba presented Solomon 
with 120 talents of gold, with perfumes and with precious stones 
(1 Kings x. 10). This agrees with the accounts of the classical 
writers, who describe Arabia as very rich in gold (cf. Strabo, 
xvi. 777 sq. and 784; Diod. Sic. ii. 50, iii) 44; also Bochart, 
Phaleg, 1. ii c 27). These testimonies, which we have already 
given in part at Ex. xxxviii. 31, are far too distinct to be set 
aside by the remark that there is no gold to be found in Arabia 
at the present time. For whilst, on the one hand, the wealth of 
Arabia in gold may be exhausted, just as Spain no longer yields 
any silver, on the other hand we know far too little of the 
interior of Southern Arabia to be able distinctly to maintain 
that there is no gold in existence there—Silver, the other 
metal brought from Ophir, was also found in the land of the 
Nabateans, according to Strabo, xvi. p. 784, although the wealth 
of the ancient world in silver was chiefly derived from Tarshish 
or Tartessus in Spain (cf Movers, Phoniz. 1. 3, p. 36 sqq., 
where the different places are enumerated in which silver was 
found).—That precious stones were to be found in Arabia is 
evident from the passages cited above concerning the Sabeans. 
—On the other hand, however, it has been supposed that the 
remaining articles of Ophir could only have been brought from 
the East Indies. 

According to ch. x. 12, the Ophir ships brought a large 
quantity of DDN ‘¥Y (almuggim wood: 2 Chron. ii. 7, DMDION). 
According to Kimchi (on 2 Chron. ii 7), the O?% or DUN is 


arbor rubri coloris, dicta lingua arabica albakam ( pill), vulgo 


brasilua. This tree, according to Abulfadl (Celsius, Hierod. i. p. 
176), is a native of India and Ethiopia; and it is still a ques- 
tion in dispute, whether we are to understand by this the Ptero- 
carpus Santal., from which the true sandal-wood comes, and 
which is said to grow only in the East Indies on Malabar and 
Java, or the Casalpinia Sappan L., a tree which grows in the 
East Indies, more especially in Ceylon, and also in different 
parts of Africa, the red wood of which is used in Europe chiefly 
for dyeing. Moreover the true explanation of the Hebrew name 
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is still undiscovered. The derivation of it from the Sanserit 
Valgu, +e. pulcher (Lassen and Ritter), has been set aside by 
Gesenius as inappropriate, and mocha, mochdta, which is said to | 
signify sandal-wood in Sanscrit, has been suggested instead. 
But no evidence has been adduced in its favour, nor is the 
word to be found in Wilson’s Sanscrit Lexicon. If, however, 
this derivation were correct, Sx would be the Arabic article, and 
the introduction of this article in connection with the word 
mocha would be a proof that the sandal-wood, together with its 
name, came to the Hebrews through merchants who spoke 
Arabic.—The other articles from Ophir mentioned in ch. x. 22 
are D'S, ddevres erehavrivo. (LXX.), dentes elephantorum or 
ebur (Vulg.), BT 1”, elephants’ teeth (Targ.). But however 
certain the meaning of the word may thus appear, the justifica- 
tion of this meaning is quite as uncertain. In other cases 
ivory is designated by the simple term {¥ (ch. x. 18, xxii. 39; 
Ps. xlv. 9; Amos iii. 15, etc.), whereas Ezekiel (xxvii 15) calls 
the whole tusk 7 '27P, horns of the tooth. 0°33 is said to 
signify elephants here ; and according to Benary it is contracted 
from O'3%7, the Sanscrit word tbha, elephant; according to 
Ewald, from pan, from the Sanscrit Kalabha ; and according to 
Hitzig, from 0°33 = D209, Libyt; or else 0°272% is a false read- 
ing for 0°23 {%, ivory and ebony, according to Ezek. xxvii. 15 
(see Ges. Thes. p. 1453). Of these four derivations the first two 
are decidedly wrong: the first, because 2bha as a name for the 
elephant only occurs, according to Weber, in the later Indian 
‘writings, and is never used in the earlier writings in this sense 
(vid. Roediger, Addenda ad Gres. thes. p. 115); the second, 
because Kalabha does not signify the elephant, but catulum 
elephanti, before it possesses any teeth available for ivory. The 
third is a fancy which its originator himself has since given up; 
and the fourth a conjecture, which is not raised to a probability 
even by the attempt of Bottcher to show that D'37 is a case 
of backward assimilation from 5°337, because the asyndeton 
D°3 j~ between two couples connected by 1 is without any 
analogy, and the passages adduced by Bottcher, viz. Deut. 
xxix. 22, Josh. xv. 54 sqq., and even Ezek. xxvii. 33, are to be 
taken in quite a different way.—The rendering of 5°5P by apes, 
and the connection of the name not only with the Sanscrit and 
Malabar api, but also with the Greek «jos and «7Bos, also 
xeiBos, are much surer ; but, on the other hand, the assumption 
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that the Greeks, like the Semitic nations, received the word from 
the Indians along with the animals, is very improbable: for «tres 
in Greek does not denote the ape (7r/@nxos) generally, but simply 
a species of long-tailed apes, the native land of which, accord- 
ing to the testimony of ancient writers, was Ethiopia, and the 
Ethiopian apes are hardly likely to have sprung from India— 
And lastly, even in the case of 55h, according to the ancient 
versions peacocks, the derivation from the Malabaric or Tamul 
tégai or téghar (cf. Roediger in Ges. Zhes. p. 1502) is not placed 
beyond the reach of doubt. 

If, in conclusion, we look through all the articles of commerce 
that were brought to Jerusalem from the Ophir voyages, apart from 
the gold and silver, which were not to be found in the land of 
Abhira, the ivory and ebony (supposing that we ought to read iv 
b22M for 0°23”) furnish no evidence in support of India, inas- 
much as both of them could have been brought from Ethiopia, as 
even Lassen admits (11. p. 554). And even if the words Almuggim, 
Kophim, and Tucchyim really came from India along with the 
objects to which they belonged, it would by no means follow 
with: certainty from this alone that Ophir was situated in India 
—For since, for example, there are indisputable traces of very 
early commercial intercourse between India and Hither Asia 
and Africa, especially Southern Arabia and Ethiopia, reaching 
far beyond the time of Solomon, the seamen of Hiram and Solo- 
mon may have obtained these articles either in Arabia or on 
the Ethiopian coast. For even if the statements of Herodotus 
and Strabo, to the effect that the Phoenicians emigrated from 
the islands of the Erythrean Sea, Tylos (or Tyros ?) and Arados, 
to the Pheenician coast, do not prove that the Phoenicians had 
already extended their commercial enterprise as far as India 
even before the twelfth century, as Lassen (ii. 597 and 584-5) 
supposes; if the Tyrians and Aradians, who were related to them 
by tribe, still continued to dwell upon the islands of the Persian 
Gulf, from which they could much more easily find the way to 


1 Compare Aristoteles, hist. animal. ii. 8: sors 38 6 pet» xZBoo wibnxos sms 
sede Strabo, xvii. p. 812: gore 38 6 xHx0g To EY Apcowmxoy solxag Larupe, 
v drro Of xuvog xeel dpxrov peratr’ yevvdras 3’ tv Aibsowia. Plinius, A. n. viii. 
19 (28): Jidem (the games of Pompey the Great) ostenderunt ex “Ethiopia 
quas vocant x7y%ous, guarum pedes posteriores pedibus humanis et cruribus, 
priores manibus fuere similes. Solinus Polyh. says the same ears Hieroz. 
i. lib. iii. ¢. 31). 
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India by sea,—since the historical character of these statements 
has been disputed by Movers (Phénizier, ii 1, p. 38 sqq.) on 
very weighty grounds ; yet it is evident that there was a very ~ 
early intercourse between East India and Africa, reaching far 
beyond all historical testimony, from the following well-estab- 
lished facts: that the Egyptians made use of indigo in the 
dyeing of their stuffs, and this could only have been brought to 
them from India; that muslins, which were likewise of Indian 
origin, are found among the materials in which the mummies 
are enveloped; and that in the graves of the kings of the 
eighteenth dynasty, who ceased to reign in the year 1476 B.c., 
there have been discovered vases of Chinese porcelain (cf. 
Lassen, i. p. 596). And the intercourse between the southern 
coast of Arabia and Hither India may have been quite as old, if 
not older ; so that Indian productions may have been brought 
to Hither Asia by the Sabeeans long before the time of Solomon 
(md. Lassen, 1. pp. 593-4, and Movers, Phiniz. ii. 3, pp. 247, 
256). But the commercial intercourse between Arabia and the 
opposite coast of Ethiopia, by which African productions reached 
the trading inhabitants of Arabia, was unquestionably still older 
than the trade with India. If we weigh well all these points, 
there is no valid ground for looking outside Arabia for the 
situation of the Solomonian Ophir. But we shall no doubt be 
obliged to give up the hope of determining with any greater 
precision that particular part of the coast of Arabia in which 
Ophir was situated, inasmuch as hitherto neither the name 
Ophir nor the existence of gold-fields in Arabia has been 
established by modern accounts, and moreover the interior of 
the great Arabian peninsula is still for the most part a terra 
incognita.’ 

1 If the notice of Eupolemus contained in a fragment in Eusebius (prepar. 
ev. ix. 30), to the effect that David (a mistake for Solomon) sent miners to 
the island of O299% (for which Gesenius conjectures that we should read Ov9p% 
or Ovgyp) in the Red Sea, which was rich in gold mines, and that they 
brought gold thence to Judea, could be proved to be historical through 
any earlier testimony, Ophir would have been an island of the Erythrean 
Sea, either Dahlak inside Bab el Mandeb, or Diu Zokatara (the Sanscrit 
Dwipa Sukhatara, i.e. the happy island) by the present Cape Guardafui, 
But this notice is evidently simply a conjecture founded upon the Old Testa- 
ment, haying no historical value. 


158 THE FIRST BOOK OF KINGS. 


CHAP. X. THE QUEEN OF SABA. SOLOMON’S WEALTH AND SPLENDOUR. 


Vers. 1-13. VISIT oF THE QUEEN OF Saba (cf. 2 Chron. ix. 
1-12).—When the fame of Solomon’s great wisdom came to the 
ears of the queen of Saba, probably through the Ophir voyages, 
she undertook a journey to Jerusalem, to convince herself of the 
truth of the report which had reached her, by putting it to the 
test by means of enigmas. IY, Sad, is not Ethiopia or 
Meroé, as Josephus (Ant. viii. 6, 5), who confounds N2Y with 
N30, and the Abyssinian Christians suppose (vid. Ludolfi est. 
ith. ii. 3), but the Kingdom of the Sabwans, who were cele- 
brated for their trade in incense, gold, and precious stones, and 
who dwelt in Arabia Felix, with the capital Sada, or the 
MapiaBa of the Greeks. This queen, who is called Balkis in 
the Arabian legend (cf. Koran, Sur. 27, and Pococke, Spectm. hist. 
Arab. p. 60), heard the fame of Solomon 717 ny; ze. not “ at 
the naming of the name of Jehovah” (Bottcher), nor “in re- 
spect of the glory of the Lord, with regard to that which Solomon 
had instituted for the glory of the Lord” (Thenius); nor even 
“serving to the glorification of God” (de Wette and Maurer) ; 
but literally, “ belonging to the name of the Lord;” in other 
words, the fame which Solomon had acquired through the name 
of the Lord, or through the fact that the Lord had so glorified 
Himself in him (Ewald and Dietrich in Ges. Lex. sv. ?). “She 
came to try him with riddles,” ze. to put his wisdom to the test 
by carrying on a conversation with him in riddles. The love of 
the Arabs for riddles, and their superiority in this jee desprit, 
is sufficiently well known from the immense extent to which 
the Arabic literature abounds in Mashals. We have only to 
think of the large collections of proverbs made by Ali ben Abi 
Taleb and Meidani, or the Makamen of Hariri, which have been 
made accessible to all by F. Riickert’s masterly translation into 
German, and which are distinguished by an amazing fulness of 
word-play and riddles. i, a riddle, is a pointed saying which 
merely hints at the deeper truth and leaves it to be guessed.— 
Vers. 2, 3. As the queen of a wealthy country, she came with a 
very large retinue. °N does not mean a military force or an 
armed escort (Thenius), but riches, property ; namely, her nume- 
rous retinue of men (O72), ver. 13), and camels laden with 
valuable treasures. The words >... Dra are an explana- 
tory circumstantial clause, both here and also in the Chronicles, 
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where the cop. Vav stands before pps (cf. Ewald, § 341, a, 8). 
“ And spake to Solomon all that she had upon her heart,” i.e. 
in this connection, whatever riddles she had it in her mind to 
lay before him; “and Solomon told her all her sayings,” de. 
was able to solve all her riddles.’ There is no ground for think- 
ing of sayings of a religious nature, as the earlier commentators 
supposed, but simply of sayings the meaning of which was con- 
cealed, and the understanding of which indicated very deep 
wisdom.—Vers. 4, 5. She saw ‘20, 2e, Solomon’s palace, not 
the temple, and “the food of his table,” ze both the great 
variety of food that was placed upon the king’s table (ch. v. 
2, 3), and also the costly furniture of the table (ver. 21), and 
“the seat of his retainers and the standing of his servants,” 2. 
the places in the palace assigned to the ministers and servants 
of the king, which were contrived with wisdom and arranged in 
a splendid manner. O3Y are the chief officers of the king, 
viz. ministers, counsellors, and aides de camp; O'NW», the 
court servants ; 2%, the rooms of the courtiers in attendance ; 
Topo, the standing-place, ze. the rooms of the inferior servants, 
“and their clothing,” which they received from the king; and 
Ypvo, not his cup-bearers (LXX., Vulg.), but as in Gen. xl 21, 
the drink, z.e. probably the whole of the drinking arrangements; 
in3i, and his ascent, by which he was accustomed to go into 
the house of Jehovah. 79 does not mean burnt-offering here, 
as the older translators have rendered it, but ascent, as in Ezek. 
xl. 26, and as the Chronicles have correctly explained it by 
indy. For burnt-offering is not to be thought of in this con- 
nection, because the queen had nothing to see or to be astonished 
at in the presentation of such an offering. {NP is most likely 
“the king’s outer entrance” into the temple, mentioned in 
2 Kings xvi. 18; and the passage before us would lead us to 
suppose that this was a work of art, or an artistic arrangement. 
31 717 XA, “ and there was no more spirit in her:” she was beside 
herself with amazement, as in Josh. v. 1, ii. 11.—Vers. 6-9. 
She then said with astonishment to Solomon, that of what her 
eyes now saw she had not heard the half, through the report 
which had reached her of his affairs and of his wisdom, and 
which had hitherto appeared incredible to her; and not only con- 
gratulated his servants, who stood continually near him and could 
hear his wisdom, but also praised Jehovah his God, that out of 
His eternal love to His people Israel He had given them a king 
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to do justice and righteousness. The earlier theologians inferred 
from this praising of Jehovah, which involved faith in the true 
God, when taken in connection with Matt. xii. 42, that this 
queen had been converted to the true God, and conversed with 
Solomon on religious matters. But, as we have already observed 
at ch. v. 21, an acknowledgment of Jehovah as the God of 
Israel was reconcilable with polytheism. And the fact that 
nothing is said about her offering sacrifice in the temple, shows 
that the conversion of the queen is not to be thought of here.— 
Ver. 10. She thereupon presented to Solomon a hundred and 
twenty talents of gold (more than three million thalers [nearly 
half a million sterling—Tr.]), and a very large quantity of spices 
and precious stones. The 0°2¥2 probably included the genuine 
balsam of Arabia, even if DW3 was not the specific name of the 
genuine balsam. “There never more came so much of such 
spices to Jerusalem.” Instead of 29? iY . . . 82 N? we find in 
the Chronicles, ver. 9, simply 75 N>, “there was nothing like 
this balsam,” which conveys the same meaning though expressed 
more indefinitely, since 87/1 DY2D points back to the preceding 
words, “ balsam (spices) in great quantity.” ‘Vers. 11,12. The 
allusion to these costly presents leads the historian to introduce 
the remark here, that the Ophir fleet also brought, in addition 
to gold, a large quantity of Algwmmim wood (see at ch. ix. 
28) and precious stones. Of this wood Solomon had ‘YD or 
nid0p made for the temple and palace. “VDD, from “YD, signifies 
@ support, and npop may be a later form for pdb, a flight of 
steps or a staircase, so that we should have to think of steps 
with bannisters. This explanation is at any rate a safer one 
than that of “ divans” (Thenius), which would have been quite 
out of place in the temple, or “narrow pannelled stripes on the 
floor” (Bertheau), which cannot in the smallest degree be de- 
duced from ‘0, or “ support = moveables, viz. tables, benches, 
footstools, boxes, and drawers” (Bottcher), which neither har- 
monizes with the temple, where there was no such furniture, 
nor with the ni>bp of the Chronicles. “And guitars and harps 
for the singers,” probably for the temple singers. 133 and 
033 are string instruments; the former resembling our guitar 


1 It was this which gave rise to the legend in Josephus (Ant. viii. 6, 6), 
that it was through this queen that the root of the true balsam (Opobalsamum), 
which was afterwards cultivated in gardens at Jericho and Engedi, was first 
of all brought to Palestine (cf. Movers, Phénizier, ii, 8, p. 226 sqq.). 
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rather than the harp, the strings being carried over the sound- 
ing-board upon a bridge, the latter being of a pitcher shape with- 
out any sounding bridge, as in the case of the harps.—Ver. 13. 
Solomon gave the queen of Saba all that she wished and asked 
for, beside what he gave her “according to the hand,” 2. the 
might, of the king; that is to say, in addition to the presents 
answering to his might and his wealth, which he was obliged to 
give as a king, according to the Oriental custom. In the Chro- 
nicles (ver. 12) we find “ beside that which she had brought 
(7837) to the king,” which is an abbreviated expression for “be- 
side that which he gave her in return for what she had brought 
to him,” or beside the return presents corresponding to her gifts to 
him, as it has been already correctly paraphrased by the Targum. 


Vers. 14-22. SoLomon’s WEALTH AND THE USE HE MADE OF 
Ir (cf. 2 Chron. ix. 13-21).—Ver. 14. The gold which Solomon 
received in one year amounted to 666 talents—more than 
seventeen million thalers (two million and a half sterling—TR). 
666 is evidently a round number founded upon an approxima- 
tive valuation. NMS 72Wa is rendered in the Vulg. per annos sin- 
gulos ; but this is hardly correct, as the Ophir fleet, the produce 
of which is at any rate included, did not arrive every year, but 
once in three years. Thenius is wrong in supposing that this 
revenue merely applies to the direct taxes levied upon the 
Israelites. It includes all the branches of Solomon’s revenue, 
whether derived from his commerce by sea and land (cf. vers. 
28, 29) or from the royal domains (1 Chron. xxvii. 26-31), or 
received in the form of presents from foreign princes, who either 
visited him like the queen of Saba or sent ambassadors to him 
(vers. 23, 24), excepting the duties and tribute from conquered 
kings, which are specially mentioned in ver. 15. ‘Nn "wap 725, 
beside what came in (705v? 83) from the travelling traders and 
the commerce of the merchants, and from all the kings, etc. ‘W728 
DF (a combination resembling our merchantmen; cf. Ewald, 
§ 287, ¢, p. 721) are probably the tradesmen or smaller dealers 
who travelled about in the country, and ps4 the wholesale 
dealers. This explanation of BNA cannot be rendered doubtful 
by the objection that 37 only occurs elsewhere in connection 
with the wandering about of spies; for 237 signified originally to 
go about, spy out, or retail scandal, and-after that to trade, and 
goabout asa tradesman. 21y8 "200 are not kings of the auxiliary 

L 
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and allied nations (Chald., Ges.), but kings of the mixed popula- 
tion, and according to Jer. xxv. 24, more especially of the popu- 
lation of Arabia Deserta (02782 DY), which bordered upon 
Palestine ; for Y is a mixed crowd of all kinds of men, who 
either attach themselves to a nation (Ex. xii. 38), or live in the 
midst of it as foreigners (Neh. xiii. 3), hence a number of mer- 
cenaries (Jer. L 37). In 2 Chron ix. 14, 27 is therefore cor- 
rectly explained by the term 21, which does not mean the whole 
of Arabia, but “ only a tract of country not very extensive on the 
east and south of Palestine” (Gesenius), as these tribes were 
tributary to Solomon. 7287 Ning, the governors of the land, 
are probably the officers named in ch. iv. 7-19. As they col- 
lected the duties in the form of natural productions and delivered 
them in that form, so also did the tradesmen and merchants pay 
their duties, and the subjugated pastoral tribes of Arabia their 
tribute, in natura. This explains in a very simple manner why 
these revenues are separated from the revenue of Solomon which 
came in the form of money. NB is a foreign word, which first 
found its way into the Hebrew language after the times of the 
Assyrians, and sprang from the Sanscrit paksha, a companion or 
friend, which took the form of pakkha in Prakmit, and probably 
of pakha in the early Persian (vid. Benfey and Stern, dze Monats- 
namen, p. 195).—Vers. 16, 17. Solomon had 500 ornamental 
shields made, 200 larger ones (0°3¥, scuta, targets), and 300 
smaller (0°330, clypet). These shields, like all the shields of the 
ancients, were made of wood or basket-work, and covered with 
gold plate instead of leather (see my bibl. Archaol. ii. pp. 296 
sqq.). ny ant does not mean aurum jugulatum, i.e. gold mixed 
with metal of a different kind, but, as Kimchi has shown, aurwm 
diductum, beaten gold, from 51%, to stretch ; since Solomon would 
certainly use pure gold for these ornamental shields. “Six hun- 
dred shekels of gold he spread upon one target,” that is to say, 
he used for gilding one target. Six hundred shekels would 
weigh about 174 lbs., so that the value of the gold upon a target 
would be more than 5000 thalers (£750), supposing that the 
Mosaic shekel is meant. But this is rendered doubtful by the 
fact that the gold upon the small shields is estimated at three 
mine. If, for example, the three mine are equal to three 
hundred shekels, according to 2 Chron. ix. 16, as is generally 
assumed, a hundred shekels are reckoned as one mina; and as 
the mina only contained fifty Mosaic shekels, according to Ezek. 
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xlv. 12, the reference must be to shekels after the king’s weight 
(2 Sam. xiv.‘26), which were only half the sacred shekel (see 
my bbl. Archdol. 11. p. 135). Consequently the gold plate upon 
one target was not quite 9 lbs. and that upon a shield not 
quite 43 lbs. These shields were: intended for the body-guard 
to carry on state occasions (ch. xiv. 27, 28; 2 Chron. xii. 10), 
and were kept in the house of the forest of Lebanon (ch. vii. 2). 
—Vers. 18-20. Solomon had a great throne of ivory made, and 
had it overlaid with fine gold. {D> is not a throne made of 
Ivory, but one merely ornamented with ivory; and we are to 
imagine the gilding as effected by laying the gold simply upon 
the wood, and inserting the ivory within the gold plate. [Bid,a 
hophal participle of WB: aurum depuratum, hence = WD in 2 
Chron. ix. 17. The throne had six steps, and a “ rounded head 
on the hinder part thereof,” z.c. a back which was arched above 
or rounded off} and n'?, arms, ze. arms on both sides of the 
seat (Navn Dipd), and two lions standing by the side of the arms. 
Beside this there were twelve lions upon the six steps, namely 
two upon each step, one on this side and one on that. Instead 
of ON (ver. 20) we find Nim in ver. 19, just as we do in both 
verses of the Chronicles, not because the reference is to artificial, 
inanimate figures and not to natural lions, as Thenius supposes, 
but because the plural ending 0% is an unusual one with this 
word; and even where natural lions are spoken of, we always 
find MN in other passages (cf. Judg. xiv. 5; 2 Sam. i 23; 
2 Kings xvii. 25; Song of Sol. iv. 8, etc). The lions were 
symbols of the ruler’s authority ; and the twelve lions upon the 
steps may possibly have pointed to the rule over the twelve 
tribes of Israel, which was concentrated in the throne; not 
“ watchers of the throne,” as Thenius thinks. This throne was 
so splendid a work, that the historian observes that nothing of 
the kind had ever been made for any other kingdom. Upon the 


Tt Instead of MIND mp5 bay NN we have in the Chronicles wan) 
OMNND xpd 23, ee and a footatool in gold fastened to the throne”’ (the 
plural DINND refers to the footstool and the steps). Now, however easily 
DYMNND may ‘havd been written by mistake for »WNXD, IN? Wad cannot have 
grown out of Say winn by any guch mistake. The quid-pro-quo of the LXX. 
for Day wari, wporosel peooxas, in which biay is certainly confounded with 
oxy, does not warrant the conjecture of Thenius, that the Chronicler found 
bap i in his original and substituted (15 (lamb), whereupon wa (lamb) ‘was 
changed by another hand into wD) footatep, and yx was dropped altogether. 
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early Assyrian monuments we do indeed find high seats depicted, 
which are very artistically worked, and provided with backs and 
arms, and some with the arms supported by figures of animals 
(see Layard’s Nineveh and tts Remains, vol. ii. p. 301), but none 
. resembling Solomon’s throne. It is not till a later age that the 
more splendid thrones appear (vid. Rosenmiiller, 4. u. NV. Morgen- 
land, iii. pp. 176 sqq.)—Vers. 21, 22. The drinking vessels of 
Solomon also were all of gold, and all the vessels of the house 
of the forest of Lebanon of costly gold (74D: see at ch. vi. 20). 
Silver was counted as nothing, because the Tarshish fleet arrived 
once in three years, bringing gold, silver, etc. (see at ch. ix. 28). 

In vers. 23-29 everything that had to be stated concerning 
the wealth, wisdom, and revenue of Solomon is summed up as 
a conclusion (cf. 2 Chron. ix. 22-28 and i 14-17).—Vers. 
23 and 24 point back to ch. v. 9-14. oa" : Solomon became 
greater, not was greater, on account of the Vdv consec. YINT-79, 
all the world, corresponds to DYayI-oD in ch.v.14. The foreign- 
ers out of all lands, who came on account of his wisdom, brought 
Solomon presents: gold and silver vessels, clothes (ning, court 
dresses, which are still customary presents in the East), Pv, 
armour, spices, horses and mules.—Ver. 26 is simply a repeti- 
tion of ch. v. 6 (compare also ch. ix. 19); and ver. 27 is merely 
a further extension of ver. 21. The words of ver. 27, “ Solo- 
mon made silver like stones in Jerusalem, and cedars like the 
sycamores in the lowland for abundance,” are a hyperbolical 
description of his collection of enormous quantities of precious 
metals and costly wood. 5'2p¥, sycomori, mulberry fig-trees, are 
very rare in Palestine in its present desolate state (see Rob. Pal. 
iii. 27), and are only met in any abundance in Egypt; but in 
ancient times they abounded in the lowlands of Palestine to 
such an extent, that they were used as common building wood 
(vid. Isa. ix. 9,on which Theodoret observes, rovrwy (cuxapivey) 
4 IIadatortivn memrnpwrat). According to 1 Chron. xxvii. 28, 
the sycamore forests in the lowland of Judah were.royal do- 
mains.—Vers. 28, 29 (cf. 2 Chron.i 16,17). “And (as for) 
the going out of horses from Egypt for Solomon, a company of 
king’s merchants fetched (horses) for a definite price.” This is 
the only possible explanation of the verse according to the 
Masoretic punctuation ; but to obtain it, the first MPO must be 
connected with IND in opposition to the accents, and the second - 
must be pointed 7p. This is the rendering adopted by Ge- 
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senius in his Thesaurus and Lexicon (ed. Dietr. s. v. MPP). The 
meaning company or troop may certainly be justified from Gen. 
i. 10, Ex. vii. 19, and Lev. xi. 36, where the word signifies an | 
accumulation of water. Still there is something very strange 
not only in the application of the word both to a company of 
traders and also to a troop of horses, but also in the omission of 
B‘OD (horses) after the second PS. Hence the rendering of 
the LXX. and Vulgate deserves attention, and may possibly be 
the one to be preferred (as Michaelis, Bertheau on Chron., and 
Movers assume). The translators of these versions have taken 
mpp as the name of a place, é£ ’Exové, or rather éx Kové, de Coa." 
According to this, the rendering would be: “And as for the 
going out of horses from Egypt and Koa (or Kawe) for Solomon, 
the king’s traders fetched them from Koa (Kawe) for a fixed 
price.” It is true that the situation of Koa cannot be more 
precisely defined; but there seems to be very little doubt that 
it was a place for the collection of customs upon the frontier of 
Egypt.—Ver. 29. “ And there came up and went out a chariot 
from Egypt for six hundred shekels of silver, and a horse for a 
hundred and fifty shekels; and so (in the same manner as for 
Solomon) they led them out for all the kings of the Hittites 
and the kings of Aram through their hand.” 3579, like 33) in 
2 Sam. vil. 4, x. 18, and Ezek. xxxix. 20, denotes a chariot 
with the team of horses belonging to it, possibly three horses 
(see at ch. v. 6), not guadriga (Clericus and others), or two 
draught horses and two as a reserve (Thenius). For the infer- 
ence, that if a horse cost 150 shekels, a team of four would be 
obtained for 600, is not quite a certain one, since the chariot 
itself would certainly not be given in. A hundred and fifty 
shekels are a little more than 130 thalers (£19, 10s—Tr.), and 
600 would be 525 thalers (£78, 15s). These amounts are 
sufficient to show how untenable the opinion of Movers is, that 
the sums mentioned are not the prices paid for horses and 
chariots, but the payment made for their exit, or the customs 
duty. And his other opinion is equally erroneous, namely that 
the chariots and horses were state carriages and horses of luxury 
intended for the king—-The merchants are called the king's 


1That Kové or Kaé is the earliest reading of the LXX., and not the éx 
Orxové of the Cod. Vat. and Alex., is very evident from the statement which 
we find in the Onomast. of Eusebius (ed. Larsow et Parth. p. 260), Kad, sanoios 
Aiyuzzov; for which Jerome has Coa, que est juxta “Eqyptum, after the Vulgate. 
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traders, not because a portion of their profits went into the royal 
treasury as the tax upon trade (Bertheau), nor as the brokers 
who bought for the king (Thenius), but because they carried on 
their trade for the king’s account. O73 cannot be adduced as 
evidence to the contrary ; for linguists require no proof that this 
cannot mean “auf ihre Hand,” as Thenius assumes. Bottcher’s 
explanation is the right one, namely, “ through their hand,” in- 
asmuch as they brought the horses and chariots themselves even 
to those kings who lived at a greater distance, without employing 
intermediate agents. The kings of the D'AN, the Hittites in the 
wider sense (= Canaanites, as in Josh.1. 4, 2 Kings vir 6, Ezek. 
xvi. 3), and of Aram, were in part Solomon’s vassals, since his 
rule extended over all the Canaanites with the exception of the 
Pheenicians, and over several kingdoms of Aram. 


CHAP. XL SOLOMON’S POLYGAMY AND IDOLATRY. HIS OPPONENTS, 
AND HIS DEATH. 


The idolatry into which Solomon fell in his old age appears 
so strange in a king so wise and God-fearing as Solomon showed 
himself to be at the dedication of the temple, that many have 
been quite unable to reconcile the two, and have endeavoured . 
to show either that Solomon’s worship of idols was psycholo- 
gically impossible, or that the knowledge of God and the piety 
attributed to him are unhistorical But great wisdom and a 
refined knowledge of God are not a defence against the folly of 
idolatry, since this has its roots in the heart, and springs from 
sensual desires and the lust of the flesh The cause assigned 
in the biblical account for Solomon’s falling away from the 
Lord, is that he loved many strange, ze foreign or heathen, 
wives, who turned his heart from Jehovah to their own gods in 
his old age. Consequently the falling away did not take place 
suddenly, but gradually, as Solomon got old, and was not a 
complete renunciation of the worship of Jehovah, to whom he 
offered solemn sacrifices three times a year, and that certainly 
to the day of his death (ch. ix. 25), but consisted simply in the 
fact that his heart was no longer thoroughly devoted to the 
Lord (ch. xi. 4), and that he inclined towards the idols of his 
foreign wives and built them altars (vers. 5-8); that is to say, 
it consisted merely in a syncretic mixture of Jehovah-worship 
and idolatry, by which the worship which should be paid solely 
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and exclusively to the true God was not only injured, but was 
even turned into idolatry itself, Jehovah the only true God 
being placed on a level with the worthless gods of the heathen. — 
—Love to foreign wives no doubt presupposed an inclination to 
foreign customs ; it was not, however, idolatry in itself, but was 
still reconcilable with that sincere worship of Jehovah which 
is attributed to Solomon in the earlier years of his reign. At 
the same time it was a rock on which living faith and true 
adherence to the Lord might at last suffer shipwreck And we 
may even infer from the repeated warnings of God (ch. ii 14, 
vi 12, ix. 4), that from the earliest years of his reign Solomon 
was in danger of falling into idolatry. This danger did, indeed, 
spring in his case from his inclination to foreign customs ; but 
this inclination was again influenced by many of the circum- 
stances of his reign, which we must regard as contributing more 
remotely to his eventual fall And among the first of these we 
must place the splendour and glory of his reign. Through long 
and severe conflicts David had succeeded in conquering all the 
enemies of Israel, and had not only helped his people to peace 
and prosperity, but had also raised the kingdom to great power 
and glory. And Solomon inherited these fruits of his father’s 
reign. Under the blessings of peace he was not only able to 
carry out the work of building a splendid temple, which his 
father had urged upon him, but was also able, by a wise use of 
the sources already existing and by opening new ones, still 
further to increase the treasures which he had collected, and 
thereby to exalt the splendour of his kingdom. The treaty 
with Hiram of Tyre, which enabled him to execute the intended 
state buildings in Jerusalem, was followed by alliances for the 
establishment of a widespread commerce both by sea and land, 
through which ever increasing treasures of gold and silver, and 
other costly goods, were brought to the king. As this accumu- 
lation of riches helped to nourish his inclination to a love of 
show, and created a kind of luxury which was hardly reconcil- 
able with the simplicity of manners and the piety of a servant 
of God, so the foreign trade led to a toleration of heathen 
customs and religious views which could not fail to detract 
from the reverence paid to Jehovah, however little the trade 
with foreigners might be in itself at variance with the nature 
of the Old Testament kingdom of God. And again, even the 
great wisdom of king Solomon might also become a rock en- 
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dangering his life of faith, not so much in the manner suggested 
by J. J. Hess (Gesch. Dav. u. Sal. ii. p. 413), namely, that an 
excessive thirst for inquiry might easily seduce him from the 
open and clearer regions of the kingdom of truth into the darker 
ones of the kingdom of lies, ze. of magic, and so lead him to 
the paths of superstition ; as because the widespread fame of 
his wisdom brought distinguished and wise men from distant 
lands to Jerusalem and into alliance with the king, and their 
homage flattered the vanity of the human heart, and led to a 
greater and greater toleration of heathen ways. But these 
things are none of them blamed in the Scriptures, because they 
did not of necessity lead to idolatry, but might simply give an 
indirect impulse to it, by lessening the wall of partition between 
the worship of the true God and that of heathen deities, and 
making apostasy a possible thing. The Lord Himself had pro- 
mised and had given Solomon wisdom, riches, and glory above 
all other kings for the glorification of his kingdom; and these 
gifts of God merely contributed to estrange his heart from the 
true God for the simple reason, that Solomon forgot the command- 
ments of the Lord and suffered himself to be besotted by the 
lusts of the flesh, not only so as to love many foreign wives, but 
so as also to take to himself wives from the nations with which 
Israel was not to enter into any close relationship whatever. 


Vers. 1-13. Sotomon's LOVE OF MANY WIVES AND IDOLATRY. 
—Vers. 1, 2. “Solomon loved many foreign wives, and that 
along with the daughter of Pharaoh.” ‘5 Na"nN), standing as it 
does between 1 ni3) O°) and nPaxid, cannot mean “and espe- 
cially the daughter of P.,” as Thenius follows the earlier com- 
mentators in supposing, but must mean, as in ver. 25, “and 
that with, or along with,” ze. actually beside the daughter of 
Pharaoh. She is thereby distinguished from the foreign wives 
who turned away Solomon’s heart from the Lord, so that the 
blame pronounced upon those marriages does not apply to his 
marriage to the Egyptian princess (see at ch. iii. 1). All that 
is blamed is that, in opposition to the command in Deut. xvii. 
17, Solomon loved (1) many foreign wives, and (2) Moabitish, 
Ammonitish, and other wives, of the nations with whom the 
Israelites were not to intermarry. All that the law expressly 
prohibited was marriage with Canaanitish women (Deut. vii. 1-3; 
Ex. xxxiv. 16); consequently the words “ of the nations,” etc., are 
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not to be taken as referring merely to the Sidonian and Hittite 
women (J. D. Mich.) ; but this prohibition is extended here to 
all the tribes enumerated in ver. 2, just as in Ezra ix. 2 sqq., 
x. 3, Neh. xiii 23; not from a rigour surpassing the law, but 
in accordance with the spirit of the law, namely, because the 
reason appended to the law, ne tn idololatriam a superstitiosis 
multeribus pellicerentur (Clericus), applied to all these nations. 
The Moabites and Ammonites, moreover, were not to be received - 
into the congregation at all, not even to the tenth generation, 
and of the Edomites only the children in the third generation 
were to be received (Deut. xxiii. 4, 8, 9). There was all the 
less reason, therefore, for permitting marriages with them, that is 
to say, so long as they retained their nationality or their heathen 
ways. The words 023... aMan-N? are connected in form with 
Josh. xxiii. 12, but, like the latter, they really rest upon 
Ex. xxxiv. 16 and Deut. vii 1-3. In the last clause O72 is 
used with peculiar emphasis: Solomon clave to these nations, 
of which God had said such things, to love, ie. to enter into 
the relation of love or into the marriage relation, with them. 
PX1 is used of the attachment of a man to his wife (Gen. 
i. 4) and also to Jehovah (Deut. iv. 4, x. 20, etc.).—Vers. 
3-8 carry out still further what has been already stated. In 
ver. 3 the taking of many wives is first explained. He 
had seven hundred nin’ o'Y), women of the first rank, who 
were exalted into princesses, and three hundred concubines. 
These are in any case round numbers, that is to say, numbers 
which simply approximate to the reality, and are not to be 
understood as affirming that Solomon had all these wives and 
concubines at the same time, but as including all the women 
who were received into his harem during the whole of his reign, 
whereas the sixty queens and eighty concubines mentioned in 
Song of Sol. vi. 8 are to be understood as having been present 
in the court at one time. Even in this respect Solomon sought 
to equal the rulers of other nations, if not to surpass them.’— 
These women “ inclined his heart,” 2.e. determined the inclina- 


1 Nevertheless these numbers, especially that of the wives who were raised 
to the rank of princesses, appear sufficiently large to suggest the possibility 
of an error in the numeral letters, although Oriental rulers carried this custom 
to a very great length, as for example Darius Codomannus, of whom it is re- 
lated that he took with him 360 pellices on his expedition against Alexander 
- (see Curtius, iii, 8, 24; Athen. Deipnos. iii. 1). 
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tion of his heart. Ver. 4. In the time of old age, when the 
flesh gained the supremacy over the spirit, they turned his — 
heart to other gods, so that it was no longer wholly with 
Jehovah, his God. 09Y, integer, ae. entirely devoted to the 
Lord (cf. ch. viii 61), like the heart of David his father, who 
had indeed grievously sinned, but had not fallen into idolatry. 
—Vers. 5-8. He walked after the Ashtaroth, etc. According 
to ver. 7, the idolatry here condemned consisted in the fact 
that he built altars to the deities of all his foreign wives, upon 
which they offered incense and sacrifice to their idols. It is 
not stated that he himself also offered sacrifice to these idols. 
But even the building of altars for idols was a participation 
in idolatry which was irreconcilable with true fidelity to the 
Lord. MAUY, Astarte, was the chief female deity of all the 
Canaanitish tribes; her worship was also transplanted from 
Tyre to Carthage, where it flourished greatly. She was a moon- 
goddess, whom the Greeks and Romans called sometimes Aphro- 
dite, sometimes Urania, XeAnvain, Calestis, and Juno (see the 
Comm. on Judg. ii, 13). 0399, which is called 320 (without 
the article) in ver. 7, and 0370 in Jer. xlix. 1, 3, and Amos i 
15,the abomination of the Ammonites, must not be confounded 
with the Molech (200, always with the article) of the early 
Canaanites, to whom children were offered in sacrifice in the 
valley of Benhinnom from the time of Ahaz onwards (see the 
Comm. on Lev. xviii 21), since they had both of them their 
separate places of worship in Jerusalem (cf. 2 Kings xxi 
10 and 13), and nothing is ever said about the offering of 
children in sacrifice to Milcom; although the want of informa- 
tion prevents us from determining the precise distinction be- 
tween the two. Milcom was at any rate related to the Chemosh 
of the Moabites mentioned in ver. 7; for Chemosh is also de- 
scribed as a god of the Ammonites in Judg. xi. 24, whereas 
everywhere else he is called the god of the Moabites (Num xx 
29; Amos i 15, etc). Chemosh was a sun-god, who was wor- 
shipped as king of his people and as a god of war, and as such 
is depicted upon coins with a sword, lance, and shield in his 
hands, and with two torches by his side (see at Num. xxi. 29). 
The enumeration of the different idols is incomplete ; Chemosh 
being omitted in ver. 5, and Astarte, to whom Solomon also 
built an altar in Jerusalem, according to 2 Kings xxiii. 13, in 
ver. 7. Still this incompleteness does not warrant our filling 


CHAP, XL 1—18, 171 


up the supposed gaps by emendations of the text. ‘i Inn wy, 
as in Judg. ii. 11, iii. 7, ete. ‘ “M8 oD, a pregnant expres- 
sion for ‘* ‘Mk ngbb xD, as in Num. xiv. 24, xxii. 11, 12, ete 

—tThese places of sacrifice (73, see at ch. 11. 2) Solomon built 
upon the mountain in front, «e. to the east, of Jerusalem, and, 
according to the more precise account in 2 Kings xxiii. 13, to 
the right, that is to say, on the southern side, of the Mount of 
Corruption,—in other words, upon the southern peak of the 
Mount of Olives ; and consequently this peak has been called 
in church tradition from the time of Brocardus onwards, either 
Mons Offensionis, after the Vulgate rendering of N'Nv)7 10 in 
2 Kings xxiii. 13, or Mons Scandali, Mount of Offence (vd. 
Rob. Pal.i 565 and 566).—vVer. 8. “ So did he for all his 
foreign wives,” viz. built altars for their gods; for instance, in 
addition to those already named, he also built an altar for 
Astarte. These three altars, which are only mentioned in the 
complete account in 2 Kings xxiii. 13, were sufficient for all 
the deities of the foreign wives. For the Hittites and Edomites 
do not appear to have had any deities of their own that were 
peculiar to themselves. The Hittites no doubt worshipped 
Astarte im common with the Sidonians, and the Edomites pro- 
bably worshipped Milcom. In the whole of the Old Testament 
the only place in which gods of the Edomites are mentioned is 
2 Chron. xxv. 20, and there no names are given. Ofcourse we 
must except Pharaoh’s daughter, according to ver. 1, and the 
remarks already made in connection with that verse; for she 
brought no idolatrous worship to Jerusalem, and consequently 
even in later times we do not find the slightest trace of Egyptian 
idolatry in Jerusalem and Judah Burning incense (Ni"P2) is 
mentioned before sacrificing (NiNatD), because vegetable offerings 
took precedence of animal sacrifices in the nature-worship of 
Hither Asia (vid. Bahr, Symboltk, ii. pp. 237 sqq.).—Vers. 9 sqq. 
Through this apostasy fromthe Lord his God, who had appeared 


1 From the fact that these places of sacrifice still existed even in the time of 
Josiah, notwithstanding the reforms of Asa, Jehoshaphat, Joash, and Heze- 
kiah, which rooted out all public idolatry, at least in Jerusalem, Movers infers 
(Phéniz. ii. 3, p. 207), and that not without reason, that there was an essential 
difference between these sacred places and the other seats of IJeraelitish 
idolatry which were exterminated, namely, that in their national character 
they were also the places of worship for the foreigners settled in and near 
Jerusalem, e.g. the Sidonian, Ammonitish, and Moabitish merchants, which 
were under the protection of treaties, since this is the only ground on which 
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to him twice (ch. iii. 5 sqq. and ix. 2 sqq.) and had warned 
him against idolatry ("% is a continuation of the participle 
mx31), Solomon drew down upon himself the anger of Jehovah. 
The emphasis lies upon the fact that God had appeared to him 
Himself for the purpose of warning him, and had not merely 
caused him: to be warned by prophets, as Theodoret has ex- 
plained. In consequence of this, the following announcement is 
made to him, no doubt through the medium of a prophet, pos- 
sibly Ahijah (ver. 29): “ Because this has come into thy mind, 
and thou hast not kept my covenant, ... I will tear the kingdom 
from thee and give it to thy servant; nevertheless I will not do 
it in thy lifetime for thy father David's sake: howbeit I will not 
tear away the whole kingdom; one tribe I will give to thy son.” 
In this double limitation of the threatened forfeiture of the king- 
dom there is clearly manifested the goodness of God (Setxvucs 
Thy apyetpov ayabornra—Theodoret); not, however, with reference 
to Solomon, who had forfeited the divine mercy through his 
idolatry, but with regard to David and the selection of Jerusalem: 
that is to say, not from any special preference for David and Jeru- 
salem, but in order that the promise made to David (2 Sam. vii.), 
and the choice of Jerusalem as the place where His name should 
be revealed which was connected with that promise, might stand 
immoveably as an act of grace, which no sin of men could over- 
turn (vid. ver. 36). For 1N¥ D32Y see the Comm. on vers. 31, 32. 


Vers. 14-40. SoLomon’s OPPONENTS.—Although the punish- 
ment with which Solomon was threatened for his apostasy was 
not to be inflicted till after his death, the Lord raised up 
several adversaries even during his lifetime, who endangered 
the peace of his kingdom, and were to serve as constant re- 
minders that he owed his throne and his peaceable rule over 
the whole of the kingdom inherited from his father solely to 
the mercy, the fidelity, and the long-suffering of God.—The 
rising up of Hadad and Rezon took place even before the com- 
we can satisfactorily explain their undisturbed continuance at Jerusalem. 
But this would not preclude their having been built by Solomon for the wor- 
ship of his foreign wives ; on the other hand, it is much easier to explain their 
being built in the front of Jerusalem, and opposite to the temple of Jehovah, 
if from the very first regard was had to the foreigners who visited Jerusalem. 
The objection offered by Thenius to this view, which Bertheau had already 
adopted (zur Gesch. der Isr. p. 823), has been shown by Bottcher (N. ezeg. 
Achrenl. ii, p. 95) to be utterly untenable. 


CHAP. XI. 14-22. ' 173 


mencement of Solomon’s idolatry, but it is brought by 7m DPN 
(ver. 14) into logical connection with the punishment with 
which he is threatened in consequence of that idolatry, because 
it was not till a later period that it produced any perceptible 
effect upon his government, yet it ought from the very first to 
have preserved him from self-security. 

Vers. 14-22. The jirst adversary was Hadad the Edomite, 
a man of royal birth, The name 775 (TIS in ver. 17, accord- 
ing to an interchange of 7 and & which is by no means rare) 
was also borne by a pre-Mosaic king of Edom (Gen. xxxvi. 35), 
from which we may see that it was not an uncommon name in 
the royal family of the Edomites. But the conjecture of Ewald 
and Thenius, that our Hadad was a grandson of Hadar, the last 
of the kings mentioned there, is quite a groundless one, since it 
rests upon the false assumption that Hadar (called Hadad in 
the Chronicles by mistake) reigned in the time of David (see 
the Comm. on Gen. xxxvi. 31 sqq.). sin before OFS stands in 
the place of the relative "We: “of royal seed he = who was of the 
royal seed in Edom” (cf. Ewald, § 332, a).—Vers. 15 sqq. When 
David had to do with the Edomites, . . . Hadad fled. n& i js 
analogous to DY A, to have to do with any one, though in a 
hostile sense, as in the phrase to go to war with (M8) a person, 
whereas DY 7 generally means to be upon the side of any one. 
The correctness of the reading i723 is confirmed by all the 
ancient versions, which have simply paraphrased the meaning 
in different ways. For Bottcher has already shown that the 
LXX. did not read i373, as Thenius supposes. The words 
from nioy3 to the end of ver. 16 form explanatory circum- 
stantial clauses. On the circumstance itself, compare 2 Sam. 
viii. 13, 14, with the explanation given there. “The slain,” 
whom Joab went to bury, were probably not the Israelites who 
had fallen in the battle in the Salt valley (2 Sam. viii. 13), 
but those who had been slain on the invasion of the land by 
the Edomites, and still remained unburied. After their burial 
Joab defeated the Edomites in the valley of Salt, and remained 
six months in Edom till he had cut off every male. “ All 
Israel” is the whole of the Israelitish army. “ Every male” is 
of course only the men capable of bearing arms, who fell into 
the hands of the Israelites; for “ Hadad and others fled, and the 
whole of the Idumzan race was not extinct” (Clericus). Then 
Hadad fled, while yet a little boy, with some of his father’s 
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Edomitish servants, to go to Egypt, going first of all to Midian 
and thence to Paran. The country of Midian cannot be more 
precisely defined, inasmuch as we meet with Midianites some- 
times in the peninsula of Sinai on the eastern side of the 
Elanitic Gulf, where Edrisi and Abulfeda mention a city of 
Madian (see at Ex. 11. 15), and sometimes on the east of the 
Moabitish territory (see at Num. xxi 4 and Judg. vi 1). 
Here, at any rate, we must think of the neighbourhood of the 
Elanitic Gulf, though not necessarily of the city of Madian, five 
days’ journey to the south of Aela; and probably of the country 
to which Moses fled from Egypt. Paran is the desert of that 
name between the mountains of Sinai and the south of Canaan 
(see at Num. x. 12), through which the Ha) route from Egypt 
by Elath to Mecca still runs. Hadad would be obliged to 
take the road by Elath in order to go to Eeypt, even if he 
had taken refuge with the Midianites on the east of Moab 
and Edom.—Vers. 18 sqq. From Paran they took men with 
them as guides through the desert. Thus Hadad came to 
Egypt, where Pharaoh aap him hospitably, and gave them 
a house and maintenance (ond ), and also assigned him land 
(78) to cultivate for the support of the fugitives who had 
come with him, and eventually, as he found great favour in 
his eyes, gave him for a wife the sister of his own wife, queen 
Tachpenecs, who bare him a son, Genubath. This son was 
weaned by Tachpenes in the royal palace, and then brought 
up among (with) the children of Pharaoh, the royal princes. 
According to Rosellini and Wilkinson (Ges. Thes. p. 1500), 
Tachpenes was also the name of a female deity of Egypt. The 
wife of Pharaoh is called 71331, 2. the mistress among the king’s 
wives, a8 being the principal consort. In the case of the kings 
of Judah this title is given to the king’s mother, probably as 
the president in the harem, whose place was taken by the 
reigning queen after her death The weaning, probably a 
family festival as among the Hebrews (Gen. xxi. 8) and other 
ancient nations (vid. Dougtei Analecta 33, i. 22 sq.), was carried 
out by the queen in the palace, because the boy was to be 
thereby adopted among the royal children, to be brought up 
with them.—Vers. 21, 22. When Hadad heard in Egypt of 
the death of David and Joab, he asked permission of Pharaoh 
to return to his own country. Pharaoh replied, “ What is there 
lacking to thee with me?” This answer was a pure expression 
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of love and attachment to Hadad, and involved the request that 
he would remain. But Hadad answered, “ No, but let me go.” 
We are not told that Pharaoh then let him go, but this must 
be supplied ; just as in Num. x. 32 we are not told what Hobab 
eventually did in consequence of Moses’ request, but it has to 
be supplied from the context. The return of Hadad to his native 
land is clearly to be inferred from the fact that, according to 
vers. 14 and 25, he rose up as an adversary of Solomon." 

Vers. 23-25. A second adversary of Solomon was Rezon, the 
son of Eliadah (for the name see at ch. xv. 18), who had 
fled from his lord Hadadezer, king of Zobah, and who became 
the captain of a warlike troop (73), when David smote them 
(Qn&), ze. the troops of his lord (2 Sam. viii 3, 4). Rezon pro- 
bably fled from his lord for some reason which is not assigned, 


1 The LXX. have supplied what is missing e conjectura: xal dviorpepev 
"Adep (t.e. Hadad) sls ray viv adrov’ abr 4 xaxle qv txolnosy ” Adep’ xal EBapu- 
bvecnoey lopaga, xl ?Bacirevoey iv yn Edau. Thenius proposes to alter the 
Hebrew text accordingly, and draws this conclusion, that “shortly after the 
accession of Solomon, Hadad, having returned from Egypt, wrested from the 
power of the Israelites the greatest part of Edom, probably the true mountain- 
land of Edom, so that certain places situated in the plain, particularly Ezion- 
geber, remained in the hands of the Israelites, and intercourse could be main- 
tained with that port through the Arabah, even though not quite without 
disturbance.” This conclusion, which is described as “ historical,” is indeed 
at variance with 1 Kings xxii. 48, according to which Edom had no king 
even in the time of Jehoshaphat, but only a vicegerent, and also with 
2 Kings viii. 20, according to which it was not till the reign of Jchoshaphat’s 
son Joram that Edom fell away from Judah. But this discrepancy Thenius 
sets aside by the remark at 1 Kings xxii. 48, that in Jehoshaphat’s time the 
family of Hadad had probably died out, and Jehosbaphat prudently availed 
himself of the disputes which arose concerning the succession to enforce 
Judah’s right of supremacy over Edom, and to appoint first a vicegerent and 
then a new king, though perhaps one not absolutely dependent upon him. 
But this conjecture as to the relation in which Jehoshaphat stood to Edom is 
proved to be an imaginary fiction by the fact that, although the sUBLOFY. does 
indeed mention a revolt of the Edomites from Judah (2 Chron. xx.; see 
at 1 Kings xxii. 48), it not only says nothing whatever about the dying out 
of the royal family of Hadad or about disputes concerning the succession, 
but it does not even hint at them.—But with regard to the additions made to 
this passage by the LXX., to which even. Ewald (Gesch. iii. p. 276) attri- 
bates historical worth, though without building upon them such confident 
historical combinations as Thenius, we may easily convince ourselves of their 
critical worthlessness, if we only pass our eye over the whole section (vers. 
14-25), instead of merely singling out those readings of the LXX. which 
support our preconceived opinions, and overlooking all the rest, after the 
thoroughly unscientific mode of criticism adopted by a Thenius or Bottcher. 


176 THE FIRST BOOK OF KINGS. 


when the latter was engaged in war with David, before his com- 
plete overthrow, and collected together a company from the 
fugitives, with which he afterwards marched to Damascus, and 
having taken possession of that city, made himself king over it. 
This probably did not take place till towards the close of David's 
reign, or even after his death, though it was at the very beginning 
of Solomon’s reign; for “ he became an adversary to Israel all 
the days of Solomon (z.e. during the whole of his reign), and that 
with (beside) the mischief which Hadad did, and he abhorred 
Israel (ze. became disgusted with the Israelitish rule), and became 
king over Aram.” ‘73 Wt is an abbreviated expression, to which 
nyy may easily be supplied, as it has been by the LXX. (vid. 
Ewald, § 292, b, Anm.). It is impossible to gather from these 
few words in what the mischief done by Hadad to Solomon con- 


For example, the LXX. have connected together the two accounts respecting 
the adversaries Hadad and Rezon who rose up against Solomon (ver. 14 and 
ver. 23), which are separated in the Hebrew text, and have interpolated 
what is stated concerning Rezon in vers. 23 and 24 after DNA i in ver. 14, 


and consequently have been obliged to alter 10) jo ‘1 in ver. "25 into xeel 


joay Saray, because they had previously cited Hadad and Rezon as adver- 
saries, whereas in the Hebrew text these words apply to Rezon alone. But 
the rest of ver. 25, namely the words from TINA onwards, they have 


not given till the close of ver. 22 (LXX.) ; and in order to connect this with 
what precedes, they have interpolated the words xai cdviorprper “Adsp sis ray 
viv avy. The Alexandrians were induced to resort to this intertwining of 
the accounts concerning Hadad and Rezon, which are kept separate in the 
Hebrew text, partly by the fact that Hadad and Rezon are introduced as 
adversaries of Solomon with the very same words (vers. 14 and 23), but 
more especially by the fact that in ver. 25 of the Hebrew text the injury done 
to Solomon by Hadad is merely referred to in a supplementary manner in con- 
nection with Rezon’s enterprise, and indeed is inserted parenthetically within 
the account of the latter. The Alexandrian translators did not know what 
to make of this, because they did not understand TYNAN) and took NN 
for MN}, avrn 4 xaxie. With this reading 7p" which follows was necessarily 
understood as referring to Hadad; and as "Hadad was an Edomite, 7p 
Danby had to be altered into ae reer iv yi Eden. Consequently all the 
alterations of the LXX. in this section are simply the result of an arbitrary 
treatment of the Hebrew text, which they did not really understand, and 
consist of a collocation of all that is homogeneous, as every reader of this 
translation who is acquainted with the original text must see so clearly even 
at the very beginning of the chapter, where the number of Solomon’s wives 
is taken from ver. 3 of the Hebrew text and interpolated into ver. 1, that, as 
Thenius observes, ‘‘ the true state of the case can only be overlooked from 
superficiality of observation or from preconceived opinion.” 
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sisted." Rezon, on the other hand, really obtained possession of 
the rule over Damascus. Whether at the beginning or not till 
the end of Solomon’s reign cannot be determined, since all that 
is clearly stated is that he was Solomon’s adversary during the 
whole of his reign, and attempted to revolt from him from the 
very beginning. If, however, he made himself king of Damascus 
in the earliest years of his rgign, he cannot have maintained his 
sway very long, since Solomon afterwards built or fortified Tadmor 
in the desert, which he could not have done if he had not been 
lord over Damascus, as the caravan road from Gilead to Tadmor. 
(Palmyra) went past Damascus.” 

Vers. 26-40. Attempted rebellion of Jeroboam the Ephraimite. 
—Hadad and Rezon are simply described as adversaries (HY) of 
Solomon; but in the case of Jeroboam it is stated that “he 
lifted up his hand against the king,” z.e. he stirred up @ tumult 
or rebellion. 2° O° is synonymous with 27° 8) in 2 Sam.. 
xviii. 28, xx. 21. It is not on account of this rebellion, which 
was quickly suppressed by Solomon, but on account of the later 
enterprise of Jeroboam, that his personal history is so minutely 
detailed. Jeroboam was an Ephraimite (MBX, asin 1 Sam. i. 1, 
Judg. xii 5) of Zereda, te. Zarthan, in the Jordan valley (see 
ch. vii. 46), son of a widow, and 73), ze. not a subject (Then.), 
but an officer, of Solomon. All that is related of his rebellion 
against the king is the circumstances under which it took place. 
WS TW 7, this is how it stands with, as in Josh. v. 4. Solo- 
mon built Millo (ch. ix. 15), and closed the rent (the defile ?) 
in the city of David. 118, ruptura, cannot be a rent or breach 
in the wall of the city of David, inasmuch as 701M is not added, 
and since the fortification of the city by David (2 Sam. v. 9) no 


1 What Josephus (Aut. viii. 7, 6) relates concerning an alliance between 
Hadad and Rezon for the purpose of making hostile attacks upon Israel, is 
merely an inference drawn from the text of the LXX., and utterly worthless. 

2 Compare Ewald, Gesch. iii. p. 276. Itis true that more could be inferred 
from 2 Chron. viii. 3, if the conquest of the city of Hamath by Solomon were 
really recorded in that passage, as Bertheau supposes. But although Sy pin 
is used to signify the conquest of tribes or countries, we cannot infer the con- 
quest of the city of Hamath from the words, ‘‘ Solomon went to Hamath 
Zobah Moy pr and built Tadmor,” etc., since all that mby pin’ distinctly 
expresses is the ‘establishment of his power over the land of Hamath Zobah. 
And this Solomon could have done by placing fortifications in that province, 
because he was afraid of rebellion, even if Hamath Zobah had not actually 
fallen away from his power. 


M 
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hostile attack had ever been made upon Jerusalem; but in all 
probability it denotes the ravine which separated Zion from 
Moriah and Ophel, the future Tyrop@on, through the closing of 
which the temple mountain was brought within the city wall, 
and the fortification of the city of David was completed 
(Thenius, Ewald, Gesch. 111. p. 330). Compare (5D, a gap in the 
coast, a bay. On the occasion of this building, Jeroboam proved 
himself a 5°0 7i33, ie a very able and energetic man; so that 
when Solomon saw the young man, that he was doing work, ae 
urging it forward, he committed to him the oversight over all 
the heavy work of the house of Joseph. It must have been 
while occupying this post that he attempted a rebellion against 
Solomon. This is indicated by ‘0} 7237 7 in ver. 27. Accord- 
ing to ch. xii. 4, the reason for the rebellion is to be sought for 
in the appointment of the Ephraimites to heavy works, This 
awakened afresh the old antipathy of that tribe to Judah, and 
Jeroboam availed himself of this to instigate a rebellion —Vers. 
29 sqq. At that time the prophet Ahijah met him in the field 
and disclosed to him the word of the Lord, that he should be- 
come king over Israel. 77 NY2: at that time, viz. the time 
when Jeroboam had become overseer over the heavy works, and 
not after he had already stirred up the rebellion. For the whole 
of the account in vers. 29-39 forms part of the explanation of 
1702 ‘7. D4 which commences with ver. 27), so that nya Wm 
N73 is closely connected with ink 7p" in ver. 28, and there is 
no such gap in the history as is supposed by Thenius, who 
builds upon this opinion most untenable conjectures as to the 
intertwining of different sources. At that time, as Jeroboam 
was one day going out of Jerusalem, the prophet Ahijah of 
Shilo (Seilun) met him by the way (7173), with a new upper 
garment wrapped around him; and when they were alone, he 
rent the new garment, that is to say, his own, not Jeroboam’s, 
as Ewald (Gesch. ui. p. 388) erroneously supposes, into twelve 
pieces, and said to Jeroboam, “ Take thee ten pieces, for Jehovah 
saith, I will rend the kingdom out of the hand of Solomon, and 
give thee ten tribes; and one tribe shall remain to him (Solomon) 
for David's sake,” etc. The new >¥ was probably only a large 
four-cornered cloth, which was thrown over the shoulders like the 
Heik of the Arabs, and enveloped the whole of the upper portion 
of the body (see my &ibl. Archdol. ii. pp. 36,37). By the tear- 
ing of the new garment into twelve pieces, of which Jeroboam 
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was to take ten for himself, the prophetic announcement was 
symbolized in a very emphatic manner. This symbolical action 
made the promise a completed fact. “ As the garment was torn 
in pieces and lay before the eyes of Jeroboam, so had the division 
of the kingdom already taken place in the counsel of God” (O. 
v. Gerlach). There was something significant also in the cir- 
cumstance that it was a new garment, which is stated twice, and 
indicates the newness, 2.¢. the still young and vigorous condition, 
of the kingdom (Thenius). 

In the word of God explaining the action it is striking that 
Jeroboam was to receive fen tribes, and the one tribe was to 
remain to Solomon (vers. 31, 32, 35, 36, as in ver. 13). The 
nation consisted of twelve tribes, and Ahijah had torn his garment 
into twelve pieces, of which Jeroboam was to take ten; so that 
there were two remaining. It is evident at once from this, that 
the numbers are intended to be understood symbolically and not 
arithmetically. Zen as the number of completeness and totality 
is placed in contrast with one, to indicate that all Israel was to 
be torn away from the house of David, as is stated in ch. xii. 
20, “they made Jeroboam king over all Israel,” and only one 
single fragment was to be left to the house of Solomon out of 
divine compassion. This one tribe, however, is not Benjamin, 
the one tribe beside Judah, as Hupfeld (on Ps. Ixxx.), C. a Lap., 
Mich., and others suppose, but, according to the distinct state- 
ment in ch. xii. 20, “the tribe of Judah only.” Nevertheless 
Benjamin belonged to Judah; for, according to ch. xii. 21, 
Rehoboam gathered together the whole house of Judah and 
the tribe of Benjamin to fight against the house of Israel (which 
had fallen away), and to bring the kingdom again to himself. 
And so also in 2 Chron. xi. 3 and 23 Judah and Benjamin are 
reckoned as belonging to the kingdom of Rehoboam. This dis- 
tanct prominence given to Benjamin by the side of Judah over- 
throws the explanation suggested by Seb. Schmidt and others, 
namely, that the description of the portion left to Rehoboam as 
one tribe is to be explained from the fact that Judah and Ben- 
jamin, on the border of which Jerusalem was situated, were 
regarded in a certain sense as one, and that the little Benjamin 
was hardly taken into consideration at all by the side of the 
great Judah. For if Ahijah had regarded Benjamin as one with 
Judah, he would not have torn his garment into twelve pieces, 
inasmuch as if Benjamin was to be merged in Judah, or was not 
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to be counted along with it as a distinct tribe, the whole nation 
could only be reckoned as eleven tribes. Moreover the twelve 
tribes did not so divide themselves, that Jeroboam really received 
ten tribes and Rehoboam only one or only two. In reality there 
were three tribes that fell to the kingdom of Judah, and only 
nine to the kingdom of Israel, Ephraim and Manasseh being 
reckoned as two tribes, since the tribe of Levi was not counted 
in the political classification. The kingdom of Judah included, 
beside the tribe of Judah, both the tribe of Benjamin and also 
the tribe of Simeon, the territory of which, according to Josh. 
xix. 1-9, was within the tribe-territory of Judah and completely 
surrounded by it, so that the Simeonites would have been obliged 
to emigrate and give up their tribe-land altogether, if they desired 
to attach themselves to the kingdom of Israel. But it cannot be 
inferred from 2 Chron. xv. 9 and xxxiv. 6 that an emigration 
of the whole tribe had taken place (see also at ch xii. 17). 
On the other hand, whilst the northern border of the tribe of 
Benjamin, with the cities of Bethel, Ramah, and Jericho, fell to 
the kingdom of Jeroboam (ch xii. 29, xv. 17, 21, xvi. 34), 
several of the cities of the tmbe of Dan were included in the 
kingdom of Judah, namely, Ziklag, which Achish had presented 
to David, and also Zorea and Ajalon (2 Chron. xi 10, xxviii. 
18), in which Judah obtained compensation for the cities of 
Benjamin of which it had been deprived.' Consequently there 


1 On the other hand, the fact that in Ps. Ixxx. 2 Benjamin is placed between 
Ephraim and Manaszeh is no proof that it belonged to the kingdom of Israel ; 
nor tan this be inferred from the fact that Benjamin, as the tribe-to which 
Saul belonged, at the earlier split among the tribes took the side of those which 
were opposed to David, and that at a still later period a rebellion originated 
with Benjamin. For in Ps. Ixxx. 2 the exposition is disputed, and the 
jealousy of Benjamin towards Judah appears to have become extinct with the 
dying out of the royal house of Saul. Again, the explanation suggested by 
Oehler (Herzog’s Cycl.) of the repeated statement that the house of David 
was to receive only one tribe, namely, that there was not a single whole tribe 
belonging to the southern kingdom beside Judah, is by no means satisfactory. 
For it cannot be proved that any portion of the tribe of Simeon ever belonged 
to the kingdom of Israel, although the number ten was not complete without 
it. And it cannot be inferred from 2 Chron. xv. 9 that Simeonites had 
settled outside their tribe-territory. And, as arule, single families or house- 
holds that may have emigrated cannot be taken into consideration as having 
any bearing upon the question before us, since, according to the very same 
passage of the Chronicles, many members of the tribes of Ephraim and 
Manasseh had emigrated to the kingdom of Judah, ~ 
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only remained nine tribes for the northern kingdom. For 
3 Ay see at ver. 13. For ver. 33 compare vers. 4-8. 


The plurals ‘HI, YNZ, and 3290 are not open to critical ob- 
jection, but are used in accordance with the fact, since Solomon 
did not practise idolatry alone, but many in the nation forsook 
the Lord along with him. 27%, with a Chaldaic ending (see 
Ges. § 87,1, a). In vers. 34-36 there follows a more precise 
explanation: Solomon himself is not to lose the kingdom, but 
to remain prince all his life, and his son is to retain one tribe ; 
both out of regard to David (wid. vers. 12 and 13). &® 2 ‘D 
Ne, “ but I will se¢ him for prince,” inasmuch as leaving him 
upon the throne was not merely a divine permission, but a 
divine act. “That there may be a light to my servant David 
always before me in Jerusalem.” This phrase, which is repeated 
in ch xv. 4, 2 Kings viii. 19, 2 Chron. xxi. 7, is to be ex- 
plained from 2 Sam. xxi. 17, where David’s regal rule is called 
the light which God’s grace had kindled for Israel, and affirms 
that David was never to want a successor upon the throne— 
Vers. 37-39. The condition on which the kingdom of Jeroboam 
was to last was the same as that on which Solomon had also 
been promised the continuance of his throne in ch i 14, 
vi 12, ix. 4, namely, faithful observance of the command- 
ments of God. The expression, “be king over all that thy soul 
desireth,” is explained in what follows by “all Israel.” It is 
evident from this that Jeroboam had aspired after the throne. 
On the condition named, the Lord would build him a lasting 
house, as He had done for David (see at 2 Sam. vii. 16). In 
the case of Jeroboam, however, there is no allusion to a lasting 
duration of the noo (kingdom) such as had been ensured to 
David ; for the division of the kingdom was not to last for ever, 
but the seed of David was simply to be chastised. MN? wn, for 
this, ze. because of the apostasy already mentioned; “ only not 
all the days,” ze. not for ever. 3Y8) is explanatory so far as the 
sense is concerned: “for I will humble.” Jeroboam did not 
fulfil this condition, and therefore his house was extirpated at 
the death of his son (ch. xv. 28 sqq.).—Ver. 40 is a con- 
tinuation of W703 7 O21 in ver. 26; for vers. 27-39 contain 
simply an explanation of Jeroboam’s lifting up his hand against 
Solomon. It is obvious from this that Jeroboam had organized 
a rebellion against Solomon; and also, as ver. 29 is closely con- 
nected with ver. 28, that this did not take place till after the 
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prophet had foretold his reigning over ten tribes after Solomon’s 
death. But this did not justify Jeroboam’s attempt; nor was 
Ahijah’s announcement an inducement or authority to rebel. 
Ahijah’s conduct was perfectly analogous to that of Sammel m 
the case of Saul, and is no more to be attributed to selfish 
motives than his was, as though the prophetic order desired to 
exalt itself above the human sovereign (Ewald ; see, on the other 
hand, Oehler’s article in Herzog’s Cycl.). For Ahijah expressly 
declared to Jeroboam that Jehovah would let Solomon remam 
prince over Israel during the remainder of his life. This deprived 
Jeroboam of every pretext for rebellion. Moreover the prophet's 
announcement, even without this restriction, gave him no right 
to seize with his own hand and by means of rebellion upon that 
throne which God intended to give to him. Jeroboam might 
have learned how he ought to act under these circumstances from 
the example of David, who had far more ground, according to 
human opinion, for rebellmg against Saul, his persecutor and 
mortal foe, and who nevertheless, even when God had delivered 
his enemy into his hand, so that he might have slain him, did 
not venture to lay his hand upon the anointed of the Lord, but 
waited in pious submission to the leadings of his God, till 
the Lord opened the way to the throne through the death 
of Saul By the side of David’s behaviour towards Saul the 
attempt of Jeroboam has all the appearance of a criminal 
rebellion, so that Solomon would have been perfectly justified 
in putting him to death, if Jeroboam had not escaped from 
his hands by a flight into Egypt—On Shishak see at ch. 
xiv. 25. : 

Vers. 41-43. Conclusion of the history of Solomon—Notice 
of the original works, in which further information can be found 
concerning his acts and his wisdom (see the Introduction) ; the 
length of his reign, viz. forty years ; his death, burial, and suc- 
cessor. Solomon did not live to a very great age, since he was 
not more than twenty years old when he ascended the throne. 
—Whether Solomon turned to the Lord again with all his heart, 
a question widely discussed by the older commentators (see 
Pfeifferi Dubia vex. p. 435; Buddei hist. eccl. ii. p. 273 sqq.), 
cannot be ascertained from the Scriptures. If the Preacher 
Koheleth) is traceable to Solomon so far as the leading thoughts 
are concerned, we should find in this fact an evidence of his con- 
version, or at least a proof that at the close of his life Solomon 
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discovered the vanity of all earthly possessions and aims, and 
declared the fear of God to be the only abiding good, with which 
@ man can stand before the judgment of God. 


IL—HISTORY OF THE KINGDOMS OF ISRAEL AND JUDAH TO 
THE DESTRUCTION OF THE FORMER. — 


Onap. xu.—2 KINGS Xvi. 


After the death of Solomon the Israelitish kingdom of God 
‘was rent asunder, through the renunciation of the Davidic 
sovereignty by the ten tribes, into the two kingdoms of Israel 
(the ten tribes) and Judah; and through this division not 
only was the external political power of the Israelitish state 
weakened, but the internal spiritual power of the covenant 
mation was deeply shaken. And whilst the division itself 
gave rise to two small and weak kingdoms in the place of one 
strong nation, the power of both was still further shaken by 
their attitude towards each other.—The history of the two 
kingdoms divides itself into three epochs. In the first epoch, 
a.c. the period from Jeroboam to Omri in Israel, and from 
Rehoboam to Asa in Judah (1 Kings xii—xvi.), they maintained 
a hostile attitude towards each other, until Israel sustained a 
severe defeat in a great war with Judah; and on the renewal 
of its attacks upon Judah, king Asa called the Syrians to his 
help, and thereby entangled Israel in long and severe conflicts 
with this powerful neighbouring state The hostility termi- 
nated in the second epoch, under Ahab and his sons Ahaziah 
and Joram in Israel, and under Jehoshaphat, Joram, and 
Ahaziah of Judah, since the two royal families connected them- 
selves by marriage, and formed an alliance for the purpose of a 
joint attack upon their foreign foes, until the kings of both 
kingdoms, viz. Joram of Israel and'Ahaziah of Judah, were slain 
at the same time by Jehu (1 Kings xvii—2 Kings x. 27). This 
period of union was followed in the ¢hird epoch, from Jehu in 
Israel and Joash in Judah onwards, by further estrangement 
and reciprocal attacks, which led eventually to the destruction 
of the kingdom of Israel by the Assyrians through the untheo- 
cratical policy of Ahaz. 
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If we take a survey of the attitude of the two kingdoms 
towards the Lord, the invisible God-King of His people, during 
these three epochs, to all appearance the idolatry was stronger 
in the kingdom of Judah than in the kingdom of Israel. For 
in the latter it is only under Ahab and his two sons, under 
whom the worship of Baal was raised into the state religion at 
the instigation of Jezebel the Phoenician wife of Ahab, that we 
meet with the actual worship of idols. Of the other kings 
both before and afterwards, all that is related is, that they walked 
in the ways of Jeroboam, and did not desist from his sin, the 
worship of the calves. Inthe kingdom of Judah, on the other 
hand, out of thirteen kings, only five were so truly devoted 
to the Lord that they promoted the worship of Jehovah and 
opposed idolatry (viz. Asa, Jehoshaphat, Uzziah, Jotham, and 
Hezekiah). Of the others, it is true that Joash and Amaziah 
walked for a long time in the ways of the Lord, but in the 
closing years of their reign they forsook the God of their fathers 
to serve idols and worship them (2 Chron. xxiv. 18 and xxv. 
14 sqq.). Even Rehoboam was strengthened at the outset in 
the worship of Jehovah by the Levites who emigrated from the 
kingdom of the ten tribes to Judah; but in the course of three 
years he forsook the law of the Lord, and Judah with him, so 
that altars of high places, Baal columns, and Asherah idols, were 
set up on every hill and under every green tree, and there were 
even male prostitutes in the land, and Judah practised all the 
abominations of the nations that were cut off before Israel 
(1 Kings xiv. 23, 24; 2 Chron. xi. 13-17, xii 1). In all 
these sins of his father Abijam also walked (1 Kings xv. 3). 
At a later period, in the reign of Joram, the worship of Baal 
was transplanted from Israel to Judah and Jerusalem, and was 
zealously maintained by Ahaziah and his mother Athaliah. It 
grew still worse under Ahaz, who even went so far as to set up 
an idolatrous altar in the court of the temple and to close the 
temple doors, for the purpose of abolishing altogether the legal 
worship of Jehovah. But notwithstanding this repeated spread 
of idolatry, the apostasy from the Lord was not so great and deep 
in the kingdom of Judah as in the kingdom of Israel. This is 
evident from the fact that idolatry could not strike a firm root 
there, inasmuch as the kings who were addicted to it were 
always followed by pious and God-fearing rulers, who abolished 
the idolatrous abominations, and nearly all of whom had long 
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reigns ; so that during the 253 years which intervened between 
the division of the kingdom and the destruction of the kingdom 
of the ten tribes, idolatry did not prevail in Judah for much 
more than fifty-three years,’ and for about 200 years the worship 
of the true God was maintained according to the commandment 
of the law. This constant renewal of a victorious reaction 
against the foreign deities shows very clearly that the law of 
God, with its ordinances and institutions for divine worship, had 
taken firm and deep root in the people and kingdom, and that 
the reason why idolatry constantly revived and lifted up its 
head afresh was, that the worship of Jehovah prescribed in the 
law made no concessions to the tendency to idolatry in hearts 
at enmity against God. It was different with the kingdom 
of the ten tribes. There the fact that idolatry only appeared 
in the reigns of Ahab and his sons and successors, is to be 
accounted for very simply from the attitude of that kingdom 
towards the Lord and His lawful worship. Although, for 
instance, the secession of the ten tmbes from the house of 
David was threatened by God, as a punishment that would 
come upon Solomon and his kingdom on account of Solomon’s 
idolatry ; on the part of the rebellious tribes themselves it was 
simply the ripe fruit of their evil longing for a less theocratic 
and more heathen kingdom, and nothing but the work of 
opposition to the royal house appointed by Jehovah, which had 
already shown itself more than once in the reign of David, though 
it had been suppressed again by the weight of his government, 
which was strong in the Lord. 

This opposition became open rebellion against the Lord, 
when Jeroboam, its head, gave the ten tribes a religious con- 
stitution opposed to the will of God for the purpose of estab- 
lishing his throne, and not only founded a special sanctuary for 
his subjects, somewhat after the model of the tabernacle or 
of the temple at Jerusalem, but also set up golden calves as 
symbols and images of Jehovah the invisible God, to whom no 
likeness can be made. This image-worship met the wishes 
and religious cravings of the sensual and carnally-minded 
people, because it so far filled up the gap between the legal 


1 Namely, fourteen years under Rehoboam, three under Abijah, six under 
Joram, one under Ahaziah, six under Athaliah, and sixteen under Ahaz,—in 
all forty-six years; to which we have also to add the closing years of the 
Feigns of Joash and Amaziah. 
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worship of Jehovah and the worship of the nature-deities, that 
the contrast between Jehovah and the Baalim almost entirely 
disappeared, and the principal ground was thereby removed for 
the opposition on the part of the idolatrous nation to the 
stringent and exclusive worship of Jehovah. In this respect 
the worship of the calves worked more injuriously upon the 
religious and moral life of the nation than the open worship of 
idols) This sin of Jeroboam is therefore “the ground, the root 
and cause of the very sinful development of the kingdom of 
Israel, which soon brought down the punishment of God, smce 
even from the earliest time one judgment after another fell 
openly upon the kingdom. For beside the sin of Jeroboam, 
that which was the ground of its isolation continued to increase, 
and gave rise to tumult, opposing aspirants to the throne, and 
revolutionary movements in the nation, so that the house of 
Israel was often split up within itself” (Ziegler). Therefore 
the judgment, with which even from the time of Moses the 
covenant nation had been threatened in case of obstinate rebel— 
lion against its God, namely the judgment of dispersion among 
the heathen, fell upon the ten tribes much earlier than upon 
Judah, because Israel had filled up the measure of sin earlter 
than Judah. 

The chronological computation of this period, both as a whole 
and in its separate details, is one of the more difficult features 
connected with this portion of the history of the Israelitish 
kingdom. As our books give not only the length of time that 
every king both of Israel and Judah reigned, but also the time 
when every king of Israel ascended the throne, calculated 
according to the year of the reign of the contemporaneous king 
of Judah, and vice versa, these accounts unquestionably fur- 
nish us with very important help in determining the chronology 
of the separate data; but this again is rendered difficult and 
uncertain by the fact, that the sum-total of the years of the 
several kings is greater, as a rule, than the number of years 
that they can possibly have reigned according to the synchro- 
nistic accounts of the contemporaneous sovereigns in the other 
kingdom. Chronologists have therefore sought from time 
immemorial to reconcile the discrepancies by assuming in- 
accuracies in the accounts, or regencies and interregna. The 
necessity for such assumptions is indisputable, from the fact that 
the discrepancies,in the numbers of the years are absolutely 
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irreconcilable without them.’ But if the application of them 
zn the several cases is not to be dependent upon mere caprice, 
the reconciliation of the sum-totals of the years that the differ- 
ent kings reigned with the differences which we obtain from 
the chronological data in the synchronistic accounts must be 
effected upon a fixed and well-founded historical principle, 
regencies and interregna being only assumed in cases where 
there are clear indications in the text. Most of the differences 
can be reconciled by consistently observing and applying the 
pnnciple pointed out in the Talmud, viz. that the years of the 
kings are reckoned from Nisan to Nisan, and that with such pre- 
cision, that even a single day before or after Nisan is reckoned as 
equal to a year,—a mode of reckoning which is met with even in 
the New Testament, ¢.g..in the statement that Jesus rose from the 
dead after three days, or on the third day, and also in the writ- 
ings of Josephus, so that it is no doubt an early Jewish custom? 
—for, according to this, it is not necessary to assume a single in- 
terregnum in the kingdom of Judah, and only one regency (that 


1 This is indirectly admitted even by O. Wolff (in his Versuch die Wider- 
spriiche in den Jahrreihen der Kénige Juda’s und Israel's und andere Differenzen 
in der bibl. Chronologie auszugleichen ; Theol. Stud. u. Krit. 1858, p. 625 sqq.), 
though for the most part he declares himself opposed to such assumptions 
as arbitrary loopholes, inasmuch as, with his fundamental principle to adhere 
firmly to the years of the reigns of the kings of Judah as normative, he is 
only able to effect a reconciliation by shortening at his pleasure the length 
of the reigns given in the text for the kings of Israel in the period extending 
from Rehoboam to the death of Ahaziah of Judah, and in the following 
period by arbitrarily interpolating a thirty-one years’ interregnum of the 
Ieraelitish kings in the kingdom of Judah between Amaziah and Uzziah. 

* Compare Gemara babyl. tract. MIWN WN, ¢. i. fol. 3, p. 1, ed. Amstel. : 
{OD xn pron ond pow Px, ‘'non numerant in regibus nist a Nisano” 
(te. regum annos nonnist a Nisano numerant). After quoting certain 

he says as a proof of this, Synw» *sbnd ade ow xd sion “9 DR, 
“* dizit R. Chasda: hoc non docent nisi de regibus Israelitarum.”—I bid. fol. 2, 
p.2: my awn mwa nx om ond men wx jos, ‘ Nisanus initium 
anmt regibus, ac dies quidem unus tn anno (videl. post calendas Nisani) instar 
anni computatur.”—Ibid.: AY WN AW HDI INN OV, “unus dies in fine 
anni pro anno computatur.” For the examples of the use of this mode of 
ealculation in Josephus, see Wieseler, chronol. Synopse der vier Evangelien 
(CHamb. 1852), p. 52 sqq. They are sufficient of themselves to refute the 
assertion of Joach. Hartmann, Systema chronol. bibl., Rostoch. 1777, p. 258 
sq., that this is a mere invention of the Rabbins and later commentators, 
even though the biblical writers may not have carried it out to such an 
extent as to reckon one single day before or after the commencement of 
Nisan as equal to a whole year, as is evident from 2 Kings xv. 17 and 28. 
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of Joram with his father Jehoshaphat), which is clearly indicated 
in the text (2 Kings viii 16); and in the kingdom of Israel 
there is no necessity to assume a single regency, and only two 
interregna (the first after Jeroboam 11, the second between Pekah 
and Hoshea).— If, for example, we arrange the chronological 
data of the biblical text upon this principle, we obtain for the 
period between the division of the kingdom and the Babylonian 
captivity the following table, which only differs from the state- — 
ments in the text in two instances,’ and has a guarantee of its 
correctness in the fact that it coincides with the well-established 
chronological data of the universal history of the ancient world.’ 


1 Namely, in the fact that the commencement of the reign of Jehoahaz of 
Israel is placed in the twenty-second year of Joash of Judah, and not in the 
twenty-third, according to 2 Kings xiii. 1, and that that of Azariah or Uzziah 
of Judah is placed in the fifteenth year of Jeroboam of Israel, and not the 
twenty-seventh, according to 2 Kings xv. 1. The reasons for this will be 
given in connection with the passages themselves. | 

2 Not only with the ordinary chronological calculation as to the beginning 
and end of this entire period, which has been adopted in most text-books of 
the biblical history, and taken from Usserii Annales Vet. et Novi Test., but 
also with such data of ancient history as have been astronomically estab- 
lished. For the fourth year of Jehoiakim, with which the captivity or 
seventy years’ servitude of the Jews in Babylon commences, coincides with 
the twenty-first year of the reign of Nabopolasar, in the fifth year of whose 
reign an eclipse of the moon, recorded in Almagest, was observed, which 
eclipse, according to the calculation of Ideler (in the Abhdll. der Berliner 
Academie der Wissensch. fiir histor. Klasse of the year 1814, pp. 202 and 224), 
took place on April 22 of the year 621 3.c. Consequently the twenty-first 
year of Nabopolasar, in which he died, coincides with the year 605 B.c.; and 
the first conquest of Jerusalem by Nebuchadnezzar, which occurred before 
the death of Nabopolasar, took place in the year 606 B.c.—Compare with 
this Marc. Niebuhr’s Geschichte Assurs und Babels, p. 47. Among other 
things, this scholar observes, at p. 5, note 1, that ‘‘ the whole of the follow- 
ing investigation has given us no occasion whatever to cherish any doubts 
as to the correctness of the narratives and numbers in the Old Testament ;” 
and again, at p. 83 sqq., he has demonstrated the agreement of the chrono- 
logical data of the Old Testament from Azariah or Uzziah to the captivity 
with the Canon of Ptolemy, and in so doing has only deviated two years 
from the numbers given in our chronological table, by assigning the battle 
at Carchemish to the year 143 #ra Nabonas., i.e. 605 B.c., the first year of 
Nebuchadnezzar, 144 er. Nab., or 604 B.c., and the destruction of Jerusalem 
and the temple to the year 162 er. Nab., or 586 B.c.,—a difference which 
arises chiefly from the fact that Niebuhr reckons the years of the reign of 
Nebuchadnezzar given in the Old Test. from the death of Nabopolasar in the 
year 605, and assumes that the first year of Nebuchadnezzar corresponded to 
the year 605 B.c. 
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Chronological View of the Principal Events from the Division of 
the gee to the acacia Captivity. 
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1. From THE DIVISION oF THE KINGDOM TO THE ASCENT OF 
THE THRONE BY AHAB IN THE 38TH YEAR OF ASA Kino 
OF JUDAH. 
Cuap. XI.-xvi. 28. 


This epoch embraces only fifty-seven years, which are filled 
up in the kingdom of Judah by the reigns of three kings, and 
‘in the kingdom of Israel by six rulers from four different houses, 
Jeroboam’s sin of rebellion against the ordinance and command- 
ment of God having produced repeated rebellions, so that one 
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dynasty was ever rising up to overthrow and exterminate another. 
—Commencing with the secession of the ten tribes from Reho- 
boam, we have first of all an account of the founding of the 
kingdom of Israel (ch. xii.), and of the predictions of the prophets 
concerning the introduction of the calf-worship (ch. xii) and 
the rejection of Jeroboam and his house by God (ch. xiv. 1-20) ; 
and after this the most important facts connected with the reigns 
ef Rehoboam, Abijam, and Asa are given (ch. xiv. 21—xv. 24); 
and, finally, a brief history of the kingdom of Israel from the 
ascent of the throne by Nadab to the death of Omri (ch. xv. 
25-xv1 28). 


CHAP. XII. SECESSION OF THE TEN TRIBES FROM THE HOUSE 
OF DAVID, AND FOUNDING OF THE KINGDOM OF ISRAEL. 


The jealousy which had prevailed from time immemorial 
between Ephraim and Judah, the two most powerful tribes of 
the covenant nation, and had broken out on different occasions 
into open hostilities (Judg. viii 1 sqq.; 2 Sam. it 9, xix. 42 
sqq.), issued, on the death of Solomon, in the division of the 
kingdom ; ten tribes, headed by Ephraim, refusing to do homage 
to Rehoboam, the son and successor of Solomon, and choosing 
Jeroboam the Ephraimite as their king. Now, although the 
secession of the ten tribes from the royal house of David had 
been ordained by God as a punishment for Solomon’s idolatry, and 
not only had Solomon been threatened with this punishment, but 
the sovereignty over ten tribes had been promised to Jeroboam 
by the prophet Ahijah, whilst the secession itself was occasioned 
by Rehoboam’s imprudence; yet it was essentially a rebellion 
against the Lord and His anointed, a conspiracy on the part of 
these tribes against Judah and its king Rehoboam. For apart 
from the fact that the tribes had no right to choose at their 
pleasure a different king from the one who was the lawful heir 
to the throne of David, the very circumstance that the tribes 
who were discontented with Solomon’s government did not come 
to Jerusalem to do homage to Rehoboam, but chose Sichem as 
the place of meeting, and had also sent for Jeroboam out of 
Egypt, showed clearly enough that it was their intention to 
sever themselves from the royal house of David; so that the 
harsh reply given by Rehoboam to their petition that the service 
imposed upon them might be lightened, furnished them with the 
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desired opportunity for carrying out the secession upon which 
they had already resolved, and for which Jeroboam was the 
suitable man. And we have already shown at ch. xi. 40 that 
the promise of the throne, which Jeroboam had already received 
from God, neither warranted him in rebelling against Solomon, 
nor in wresting to himself the government over the tribes that 
were discontented with the house of David after Solomon’s 
death. The usurpation of the throne was therefore Jeroboam’s 
first sin (vers. 1-24), to which he added a second and much 
greater one immediately after his ascent of the throne, namely, 
the establishment of an unlawful worship, by which he turned 
the political division into a religious schism and a falling away 
from Jehovah the God-King of His people (vers. 25~33). 


Vers. 1-24. SECESSION OF THE TEN TRIBES (cf. 2 Chron. 
x. 1—xi. 4).—-Vers. 1-4. Rehoboam went to Shechem, because 
all Israel had come thither to make him king. “ All Israel,” 
according to what follows (cf. vers. 20 and 21), was the ten 
tribes beside Judah and Benjamin. The right of making king 
the prince whom God had chosen, 2.¢. of anointing him and doing 
homage to him (compare 1 Chron. xi. 38, where yon alternates 
with 7925 yw, 2 Sam. ii. 4, v. 3), was an old traditional right 
in Israel, and the tribes had exercised it not only in the case of 
Saul and David (1 Sam. xi 15; 2 Sam. iz 4, v. 3), but in that 
of Solomon also (1 Chron. xxix. 22). The ten tribes of Israel 
made use of this right on Rehoboam’s ascent of the throne; but 
instead of coming to Jerusalem, the residence of the king and 
capital of the kingdom, as they ought to have done, and doing 
homage there to the legitimate successor of Solomon, they had 
gone to Sichem, the present Nabulus (see at Gen. xl 6 and 
xxxliL 18), the place where the ancient national gatherings were 
held in the tribe of Ephraim (Josh. xxiv. 1), and where Abimelech 
the son of Gideon had offered himself as king in the time of the 
Judges (Judg. ix. 1 sqq.). On the choice of Sichem as the place 
for doing homage Kimchi has quite correctly observed, that “ they 
sought an opportunity for transferring the government to Jero- 
boam, and therefore were unwilling to come to Jerusalem, but . 
came to Sichem, which belonged to Ephraim, whilst Jeroboam 
was an Ephraimite.” If there could be any further doubt on the 
matter, it would be removed by the fact that they had sent for 
Jeroboam the son of Nebat to come from Egypt, whither he had 
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fled from Solomon (ch. xi. 40), and attend this meeting, and that 
Jeroboam took the lead in the meeting, and no doubt suggested 
to those assembled the demand which they should lay before 
Rehoboam (ver. 4).'—The construction of vers. 2 and 3 is a 
complicated one, since it is only in 382% in ver. 3 that the 
apodosis occurs to the protasis 4) yow> ‘i, and several cir- 
cumstantial clauses intervene. ‘“ And it came to pass, when 
Jeroboam the son of Nebat heard, sc. that Solomon was dead 
and Rehoboam had been made king . . . he was still in Egypt, 
however, whither he had fled from king Solomon; and as Jero- 
boam was living in Egypt, they had sent and called him ... that 
Jeroboam came and the whole congregation of Israel,” etc. On 
the other hand, in 2 Chron. x. 2 the construction is very much 
simplified, and is rendered clearer by the alteration of ‘1 3&™ 
onyna, “and Jeroboam dwelt in Egypt,” into Dyan 1 30%, 
“that Jeroboam returned from Egypt.”*—Ver. 4. The persons 
assembled desired that the burdens which Solomon had laid 
upon them should be lightened, in which case they would serve 
Rehoboam, 2e¢. would yield obedience to him as their king. 
TIX Nay 9pm, “ make light away from the service of thy father,” 


1 “This pretext was no doubt furnished to the people by Jeroboam, who, 
because he had formerly been placed above Ephraim as superintendent of the 
works, could most craftily suggest calumnies, from the things which he knew 
better than others.”— (Seb. Schmidt.) 

* At the same time, neither this explanation in the Chronicles, nor the fact 
that the Vulgate has the same in our text also, warrants our making alterations 
in the text, for the simple reason that the deviation in the Chronicles and 
Vulgate is so obviously nothing but an elucidation of our account, which is more 
obscurely expressed. There is still less ground for the interpolation, which 
Thenius has proposed, from the clauses contained in the Septuagint partly 
after ch. xi. 48, partly in ch. xii. between vers. 24 and 25, and in an abbrevi- 
ated form once more after ch. xiii. 34, 80 as to obtain the following more 
precise account of the course of the rebellion which Jeroboam instigated, and 
of which we have not a very minute description in ch. xi. 26: ‘‘ Solomon having 
appointed Jeroboam supcrintendent of the tributary labour in Ephraim, for 
the purpose of keeping in check the Sichemites, who were probably pre- 
eminently inclined to rebel, directed him to make a fortress, which already 
existed upon Mount Gerizim under the name of Jfillo, into a strong prison 
(M3), from which the whole district of Gerizim, the table-land, received the 


name of the land of Zerirah, and probably made him governor of it and in- 
vested him with great power. When holding this post, Jeroboam rebelled 
against Solomon, but was obliged to flee. Having now returned from Egypt, he 
assembled the members of his own tribe, and with them he first of all besieged 
this prison, for the purpose of making himself lord of the surrounding district. 


N 
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ze. reduce what was imposed upon us by thy father. Solomon 
had undoubtedly demanded greater performances from the people 
than they had previously been accustomed to, not only to meet 
the cost of maintaining the splendour of his court, but also and 
principally to carry out his large and numerous buildings. But 
in return for this, he had secured for his people not only the 
blessings of undisturbed peace throughout his whole reign, but 
also great wealth from the trade and tribute of the subjugated 
nations, so that there cannot have been any well-grounded occa- 
sion for complaint. But when, as is too often the case, men 
overlooked the advantages and blessings which they owed to his 
government, and fixed their attention in a one-sided manner 
merely upon the performances which the king demanded, it might 
appear as though he had oppressed his people with excessive 
burdens. 

Vers. 5-24. In order that the request of the tribes might 
be maturely weighed, Rehoboam directed them to appear 
before him again in three days, and in the meantime discussed 
the matter with the older counsellors, who had served his 
father—Ver. 7. These counsellors said (the singular "2™ is 


Now this castle was the citadel of the city in which Jeroboam was born, to 
which he had just returned, and from which they fetched him to take part 
in the negotiations with Rehoboam. Its ruins are still in existence, according 
to Robinson (Pal. iii. p. 99), and from all that has been said it was not called 
Zeredah (ch. xi. 26), but (after the castle) Zerira.” This is what Thenius 
says. But if we read the two longer additions of the LXX. quite through, 
we shall easily see that the words oxodcpnos ro Larapeay tHe iv oper "EQpaie 
do not give any more precise historical information concerning the building 
of the Millo mentioned in ch. xi. 27, since this verse is repeated immediately 
afterwards in the following form: ovros oxodcyence rH» adxpay tv Taig eposocy 
cixov 'EQpaie, ovros cuvéxaAgice typ xéA1y AaGid,—but are nothing more than 
a legendary supplement made by an Alexandrian, which has no more value 
than the statement that Jeroboam’s mother was named Sarira and was yusq 
xopym. The name of the city Sapspc is simply the Greek form of the 
Hebrew TTY, which the LXX. have erroneously adopted in the place of 


WT as the reading i in ch. xi. 26. But in the additional clauses in ques- 


tion in the Alexandrian version, Zep:pe is made into the residence of king 
Jeroboam and confounded with Thirza; what took place at Thirza according 
to ch. xiv. 17 (of the Hebrew text) being transferred to Sarira, and the 
following account being introduced, viz. that Jeroboam’s wife went x Sepipa 
to the prophet Ahijah to consult him concerning her sick son, and on return- 
ing heard of the child’s death as she was entering the city of Sarira.—These 
remarks will be quite sufficient to prove that the Alexandrian additions have 
not the least historical worth. 
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used, because one of them spoke in the name of the whole), 
“If thou wilt be subservient to this people to-day (now), and 
servest them, and hearkenest to them, ... they will serve 
thee for ever.”—-Vers. 8 sqq. But Rehoboam forsook this advice, 
and asked the younger ministers who had grown up with him. 
They advised him to overawe the people by harsh threats. 
“My little finger is stronger than my father’s loins.” ‘30, 
from j0P, littleness, ze. the little finger (for the form, see Ewald, 
§ 255, 6),—a figurative expression in the sense of, I possess 
much greater might than my father. “And now, my father laid 
a heavy yoke upon you, and I will still further add to your 
yoke (lay still more upon you): my father chastised you with 
whips, I will chastise you with scorpions.” O°2°PY, scorpiones, 
are whips with barbed points like the point of a scorpion’s 
sting.’ This advice was not only imprudent, “considering all 
the circumstances” (Seb. Schmidt), but it was unwise in itself, 
and could only accelerate the secession of the discontented. It 
was the language of a tyrant, and not of a ruler whom God had 
placed over His people. This is shown in vers. 13, 14: “The 
king answered the people harshly, and forsook the counsel of 
the old men,” 1.c. the counsellors who were rich in experience, 
and spoke according to the counsels of the young men, who 
flattered his ambition. It is very doubtful, indeed, whether the 
advice of the old men would have been followed by so favour- 
able a result ; it might probably have been so for the moment, 
but not for a permanency. For the king could not become 
the ‘23 of the people, serve the people, without prejudicing 
the authority entrusted to him by God; though there is no 
doubt that if he had consented to such eondescension, he 
would have deprived the discontented tribes of all pretext 
for rebellion, and not have shared in the sin of their seces- 
sion.—Ver. 15. “ And the king hearkened not to the people (to 
their request for their burdens to be reduced), for it was 73D 
mim Dd, a turning from the Lord, that He might establish His 
word” (ch. xi. 31 sqq.), ze. by a divine decree, that Rehoboam 


1 The Rabbins give this explanation: virgz spinis instructz. Isidor. Hispal. 
Origg. v. c. 27, explains it in a similar manner: virga si est nodosa vel acu- 
leata, scorpio vocatur. The Targ. and Syr., on the other hand, #93», 


Ligh , te. the Greek pdpayva, a whip. See the various explanations in 
Bochart, Hieroz. iii. p. 554 sq. ed. Ros. 
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contributed to the fulfilment of the counsel of God through his 
own folly, and brought about the accomplishment of the sen- 
tence pronounced upon Solomon.—Ver. 16. The harsh word 
supplied the discontented with an apparently just occasion for 
- saying, “ What portion have we in David? We have no in- 
heritance in the son of Jesse! To thy tents, O Israel! Now 
see to thy house, David!” 2. take care of thy house. David, 
the tribe-father, is mentioned in the place of his family. These 
words, with which Sheba had once preached rebellion in the 
time of David (2 Sam. xx. 1), give expression to the deep- 
rooted aversion which was cherished by these tribes towards 
the Davidic monarchy, and that in so distinct and unvarnished 
@ manner, that we may clearly see that there were deeper 
causes for the secession than the pretended oppression of Solo- 
mon’s government ; that its real foundation was the ancient 
jealousy of the tribes, which had been only suppressed for the 
time by David and Solomon, but had not been entirely eradi- 
cated, whilst this jealousy again had its roots in the estrange- 
ment of these tribes from the Lord, and from His law and 
righteousness.—Ver. 17. But the sons of Israel, who dwelt in 
the cities of Judah, over these Rehoboam became king. These 
“sons of Israel” are members of the ten tribes who had settled 
in Judah in the course of ages (cf. ver. 23); and the Simeonites 
especially are included, since they were obliged to remain in 
the kingdom of Judah from the very situation of their tribe- 
territory, and might very well be reckoned among the Israelites 
who dwelt in the cities of Judah, inasmuch ‘ss at first the 
whole of their territory was allotted to the tribe of Judah, from 
which they afterwards received a portion (Josh. xix. 1). The 
verse cannot possibly mean that “the tribe of Judah declared 
in favour of their countryman Rehoboam as king” (Ewald, 
Gesch. 11. p. 399).—-Ver. 18. In order to appease the agitated 
tribes and commence negotiations with them, Rehoboam sent 
Adoram, the superintendent of the tribute, to them (see at ch. 
iv. 6). Rehoboam entrusted him with the negotiation, because 
the tribes had complained that the tribute burdens were too 
severe, and the king was no doubt serious in his wish to meet 
the demands of the people. But the very fact that he sent 
this man only increased the bitterness of feeling, so that they 
stoned him to death, and Rehoboam himself was obliged to 
summon up all his strength (/®8Ni1) to escape a similar fate by 
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a specdy flight to his chariot.—Ver. 19. Thus Israel fell away 
from the house of David “ unto this:day” (for this formula, see 
p- 13).— Ver. 20. The secession was completed by the fact 
that all Israel (of the ten tribes) called Jeroboam to the 
assembly of the congregation and made him king “ over all 
Israel,” so that the tribe of Judah alone adhered to the house 
of David (see at ch. xi. 32). Ver. 20 commences in the same 
manner as ver. 2, to indicate that it closes the account com- 
menced in ver. 2.—Vers. 21-24. But after the return of Reho- 
boam to Jerusalem he was still desirous of bringing back the 
seceders by force of arms, and raised for that purpose an army of 
180,000 men out of all Judah, the tribe of Benjamin, and the 
rest of the people, z.c. the Israelites dwelling in the cities of 
Judah,—a number which does not appear too large according 
to 2 Sam. xxiv. 9. But the prophet Shemaiah, a prophet who 
is not mentioned again, received instructions from God to forbid 
the king to go to war with their brethren the Israelites, “ for 
this thing was from the Lord.” 23 125, “ this thing, ze. his 
being deprived of the sovereignty over ten tribes, but not their 
rebellion” (Seb. Schmidt). For the fact itself, see the remark on 
ver. 15. The king and the people hearkened to this word. 323% 
N29, “they turned to go,” 1.e. they gave up the intended expedi- 
tion and returned home. In 2 Chron. xi. 4 we have the explana- 
tory phrase N37 ww. 


Vers. 25-33. FOUNDING oF THE KINGDOM OF ISRAEL.— 
Ver. 25. When Jeroboam had become king, it was his first 
care to give a firmer basis to his sovereignty by the fortifica- 
tion of Sichem and Pnuel. 23, to build, is used here in the 
sense of fortifying, because both cities: had stood for a long time, 
and nothing is known of their having been destroyed under 
either Solomon or David, although the tower of Sichem had 
been burnt down by Abimelech (Judg. ix. 49), and the tower of 
Pnuel had been destroyed by Gideon (Judg. viii. 17). Sichem, 
a place well known from the time of Abraham downwards (Gen. 
xii. 6), was situated upon the mountains of Ephraim, between 
Mount Gerizim and Mount Ebal, and still exists under the 
name of Nabulus or Nabliis, a name corrupted from Flavia 
Neapolis. Jeroboam dwelt therein, 1.c. he chose it at first as his 
residence, though he afterwards resided in Thirza (see ch. xiv. 
17). Pnuel was situated, according to Gen. xxxii. 31, on the 
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other side of the Jordan, on the northern bank of the Jabbok 
(not the southern side, as Thenius supposes) ; and judging from 
Gen. xxxil 22 sqq. and Judg. viii 8 sqq., it was on the cara- 
van road, which led through Gilead to Damascus, and thence 
past Palmyra and along the Euphrates to Mesopotamia. It was 
probably on account of its situation that Jeroboam fortified it, 
to defend his sovereignty over Gilead against hostile attacks 
from the north-east and east—Vers. 26 sqq. In order also to 
give internal strength to his kingdom, Jeroboam resolved to 
provide for his subjects a substitute for the sacrificial worship 
in the temple by establishing new sacra, and thus to take away 
all occasion for making festal journeys to Jerusalem, from which 
he apprehended, and that probably not without reason, a return 
of the people to the house of David, and consequently further 
danger for his own life. “If this people go up to perform 
sacrifice in the house of Jehovah at Jerusalem, their heart will 
turn to their lord, king Rehoboam,” etc—Ver. 28. He there- 
fore consulted, sc. with his counsellors, or the heads of the nation, 
who had helped him to the throne, and made two calves of gold. 
at Oy are young oxen, not of pure gold however, or cast in 
brass and gilded, but in all probability like the golden calf which 
Aaron had cast for the people at Sinai, made of a kernel of 
wood, which was then covered with gold plate (see the Comm. 
on Ex. xxxii 4). That Jeroboam had in his mind not merely 
the Egyptian Apis-worship generally, but more especially the 
image-worship which Aaron introduced for the people at Sinai, 
is evident from the words borrowed from Ex. xxxii 4, with 
which he studiously endeavoured to recommend his new form 
of worship to the people: “ Behold, this is thy God, O Israel, 
who brought thee up out of the land of Egypt.” ridge pba, 
it is too much for you to go to Jerusalem ; not “let your going 
suffice,” because {0 is not to be taken in a partitive sense here, 
as it is in Ex. ix. 28 and Ezek xliv.6. What Jeroboam meant 
to say by the words, “ Behold thy God,” etc., was, “ this is no 
new religion, but this was the form of worship which our fathers 
used in the desert, with Aaron himself leading the way” (Seb. 
Schmidt). And whilst the verbal allusion to that event at Sinai 
plainly shows that this worship was not actual idolatry, tc. was 
not a worship of Egyptian idols, from which it is constantly 
distinguished in our books as well as in Hosea and Amos, but 
that Jehovah was worshipped under the image of the calves or 
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young oxen ; the choice of the places in which the golden calves 
were set up also shows that Jeroboam desired to adhere as 
closely as possible to ancient traditions. He did not select his 
own place of residence, but Bethel and Dan. Bethel, on the 
southern border of his kingdom, which properly belonged to the 
tnbe of Benjamm (Josh. xviii. 13 and 22), the present Beztzn, 
had already been consecrated as a divine seat by the vision of 
Jehovah which the patriarch Jacob received there in a dream 
(Gen. xxvii. 11, 19), and Jacob gave it the name of Bethel, 
house of God, and afterwards built an altar there to the Lord 
(Gen. xxxv. 7). And Jeroboam may easily have fancied, and 
have tried to persuade others, that Jehovah would reveal Him- 
self to the descendants of Jacob in this sacred place just as well 
as He had done to their forefather— Dan, in the northern part 
of the kingdom, on the one source of the Jordan, formerly called 
Laish (Judg. xviii. 26 sqq.), was also consecrated as a place of 
worship by the image-worship established there by the Danites, 
at which even a grandson of Moses had officiated; and regard 
may also have been had to the convenience of the people, 
namely, that the tribes living in the north would not have to go 
a long distance to perform their worship—vVer. 30. But this 
institution became a sin to Jeroboam, because it violated the 
fundamental law of the Old Testament religion, since this not 
only prohibited all worship of Jehovah under images and symbols 
(Ex. xx. 4), but had not even left the choice of the place of wor- 
ship to the people themselves (Deut. xii. 5 sqq.). “ And the 
people went before the one to Dan.” The expression “ to Dan” 
can only be suitably explained by connecting it with DY: the 
people even to Dan, ie. the people. throughout the whole king- 
dom even to Dan. The southern boundary as the terminus a 
quo is not mentioned; not because it was for a long time in 
dispute, but because it was already given in the allusion to 
Bethel. ‘MX is neither the golden calf at Dan nor (as I formerly 
thought) that at Bethel, but is to be interpreted according to the 
preceding JANITNN) TNXN-N: one of the two, or actually both the 
one and the other (Thenius). The sin of which Jeroboam was 
guilty consisted in the fact that he no longer allowed the people 
to go to the house of the Lord in Jerusalem, but induced or com- 
pelled them to worship Jehovah before one or the other of the 
calves which he had set up, or (as it is expressed in ver. 31) made 
a house of high places, nip2 n'a (see at ch. iii 2), instead of the 
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house of God, which the Lord had sanctified as the place of 
worship by filling it with His gracious presence. The singular 
32 may be accounted for from the antithesis to mim n'a, 
upon which it rests. There was no necessity to say expressly 
that there was a house of high places at Bethel and Dan, 2c. in 
two places, because it followed as a matter of course that the 
golden calves could not stand in the open air, but were placed 
in a temple, by which the sacrificial altar stood. These places 
of worship were houses of high places, Bamoth, because the ark 
of the covenant was wanting, and therewith the gracious pre- 
sence of God, the Shechinah, for which no symbol invented by 
men could be a substitute. Moreover Jeroboam made “ priests 
from the mass of the people, who were not of the sons of Levi.” 
pyn nispo, ze. not of the poorest of the people (Luther and 
others), but from the last of the people onwards, that is to say, 
from the whole of the people any one without distinction even 
to the very last, instead of the priests chosen by God out of 
the tribe of Levi. For this meaning of M¥pO see Gen. xix. 4 
and Ezek. xxxiii. 2, also Lud. de Dieu on this passage. This 
innovation on the part of Jeroboam appears very surprising, if 
we consider how the Ephraimite Micah (Judg. xvii. 10 sqq.) 
rejoiced that he had obtained a Levite to act as priest for his 
image-worship, and can only be explained from the fact that 
the Levites did not consent to act as priests in the worship 
before the golden calves, but set their faces against it, and there- 
fore, as is stated in 2 Chron. xi. 13, 14, were obliged to leave 
their district towns and possessions and emigrate into the king- 
dom of Judah.—Ver. 32. Jeroboam also transferred to the eighth 
month the feast which ought to have been kept in the seventh 
month (the feast of tabernacles, Lev. xxiii. 34 sqq.). The pretext 
for this arbitrary alteration of the law, which repeatedly de- 
scribes the seventh month as the month appointed by the Lord 
(Lev. xxiii. 34, 39, and 41), he may have found in the fact that 
in the northern portion of the kingdom the corn ripened a month 
later than in the more southern Judah (see my bibl. Archdol. 11. 
§ 118, Anm. 3, and § 119, Anm. 2), since this feast of the in- 
gathering of the produce of the threshing-floor and wine-press 
(Ex. xxiii 16; Lev. xxiii. 39; Deut. xvi. 13) was a feast of 
thanksgiving for the gathering in of all the fruits of the ground. 
But the true reason was to be found in his intention to make 
the separation in a religious point of view as complete as pos- 
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sible, although Jeroboam retained the day of the month, the 
fifteenth, for the sake of the weak who took offence at his 
innovations. For we may see very clearly that many beside 
the Levites were very discontented with these illegal institu- 
tions, from the notice in 2 Chron. xi. 16, that out of all the 
tribes those who were devoted to the Lord from the heart went 
to Jerusalem to sacrifice to the God of the fathers there. “ And 
he sacrificed upon the altar.” This clause is connected with 
the preceding one, in the sense of: he instituted the feast 
and offered sacrifices thereat. In ver. 326 (from My {> on- 
wards) and ver. 33, what has already been related concerning 
Jeroboam’s religious institutions is brought to a close by a 
comprehensive repetition of the leading points. “ Thus did he 
in Bethel, (namely) to offer sacrifice to the calves; and there 
he appointed the priests of the high places which he had made, 
and offered sacrifice upon the altar which he had made at Bethel, 
on the fifteenth day in the eighth month, which he himself had 
devised, and so made a feast for the children of Israel and sacri- 
ficed upon the altar to burn.” 1370 signifies seorsum, by him- 
self alone, 2.c. in this connection, z.¢. “ from his own heart.” The 
Keri ‘230 is therefore a correct explanation as to the fact ; but 
it is a needless correction from Neh. vi 8. The last clause, 
Opn? ... 299, leads on to what follows, and it would be more 
correct to take it in connection with ch. xill. 1 and render it 
thus: and when he was offering sacrifice upon the altar to burn, 
behold there came a man of God, etc. Thenius has rendered 
Sym incorrectly, and he stood at the altar. This thought would 
have been expressed by ‘OM °Y Noy, as in ch. xiii 1. By OPA 
we are not to understand the burning or offering of incense, but 
the burning of the sacrificial portions of the flesh upon the altar, 
as in Lev. i. 9, 13, 17, ete. 


CHAP. XIII. TESTIMONY OF GOD AGAINST THE CALF-WORSHIP OF 
JEROBOAM. 


A prophet out of Judah announces to Jeroboam the eventual 
overthrow of the idolatrous worship, and attests his divine 
mission by miraculous signs upon the altar at Bethel and the 
hardened king (vers. 1-10); but on the way back he allows 
himself to be enticed by an old prophet out of Bethel to go into his 
house, contrary to the express command of the Lord, and while 


202 THE FIRST BOOK OF KINGS, 


sitting at table with him has to hear from his mouth the divine 
threat, that on account of his transgression of the command of 
God he will not come into the sepulchre of his fathers. This 
threat was fulfilled on his way home ; and the marvellous ful- 
filment made so deep an impression upon the old prophet, that 
he confirmed the testimony which he had given concerning the 
‘worship at the high places (vers. 11-32). These marvellous 
occurrences not only teach how Jeroboam brought about the 
overthrow of his dynasty by his thorough hardening against 
the word of God (vers. 33, 34), but they also show how false 
prophecy rose up from the very beginning in the kingdom of 
Israel and set itself against the true prophets of the Lord, and 
how it gained a victory, which merely displayed its own im- 
potence, however, and foreshadowed its eventual and certain 
overthrow. 

Vers. 1-10. Prophecy against the edolatrous worship at Bethel. 
—Vers. 1, 2. Whilst Jeroboam was still occupied in sacrificing 
by the altar at Bethel, there came a prophet (ovr RX) out of 
Judah “in the word of Jehovah” to Bethel, and pronounced 
upon the altar its eventual destruction. #77272 does not 
mean “at the word of Jehovah” here, as it frequently does, 
but “ in the word of Jehovah,” as vers. 9 and 17 more espe- 
cially show; so that the word of Jehovah is regarded as a 
power which comes upon the prophet and drives him to utter 
the divine revelation which he has received. It is the same in 
ch. xx. 35. ‘YOpa? is to be taken as in ch. xii. 33“ Behold 
a son will be born to the house of David, named Josiah; he 
will offer upon thee (O altar) the priests of the high places, who 
burn incense (ze. kindle sacrifices) upon thee, and men’s bones 
will they burn upon thee.” According to 2 Kings xxii. 15-20, 
this prophecy was literally fulfilled. The older theologians 
found in this an evident proof of the divine inspiration of the 
prophets ; modern theology, on the other hand, which denies 
the supernatural inspiration of prophecy in accordance with its 
rationalistic or naturalistic principles, supposes that this pro- 
phecy was not more precisely defined till after the event, and 
adduces in support of this the apparently just argument, that 
the prediction of particular historical events is without analogy, 
and generally that the introduction either of particular persons 
by name or of definite numbers is opposed to the very essence 
of prophecy, and turns prediction into soothsaying. The dis- 
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tinction between soothsaying and prediction, however, is not 
that the latter merely utters general ideas concerning the future, 
whilst the former announces special occurrences beforehand : 
but soothsaying is the foretelling of all kinds of accidental 
things; prophecy, on the contrary, the foretelling of the progres- 
sive development of the kingdom of God, not merely in general, 
but in its several details, according to the circumstances and 
necessities of each particular age, and that in such a manner 
that the several concrete details of the prophecy rest upon the 
general idea of the revelation of salvation, and are thereby 
entirely removed from the sphere of the accidental. It is true 
that perfectly concrete predictions of particular events, with the 
introduction of names and statement of times, are much more 
rare than the predictions of the progressive development of the 
kingdom of God according“to its general features; but they are 
not altogether wanting, and we meet with them in every case 
where it was of importance to set before an ungodly generation 
in the most impressive manner the truth of the divine threaten- 
ings or promises. The allusion to Coresh in Isa. xliv. 28, 
xlv. 1, 1s analogous to the announcement before us. But in 
both cases the names are closely connected with the destination 
of the persons in the prophecy, and are simply a concrete de- 
scription of what God will accomplish through these men. 
Hence the name 1? occurs primarily according to its appella- 
tive meaning alone, viz. “ he whom Jehovah supports,” from 
mw, to support, and expresses this thought: there will be born 
a son to the house of David, whom Jehovah will support or 
establish, so that he shall execute judgment upon the priests of 
the high places at Bethel. This prophecy was then afterwards 
so fulfilled by the special arrangement of God, thatthe king 
who executed this judgment bore the name of Joshiyahu as his 
proper name. And s0 also &i3 was originally an appellative in 
the sense of sun. The judgment which the prophet pronounced 
upon the altar was founded upon the jus talionis. On the very 
same altar on which the priests offer sacrifice to the 0'?3p shall 
they themselves be offered, and the altar shall be defiled for ever 
by the burning of men’s bones upon it. D3 Nipyy, “ men’s 
bones,” does not stand for “their (the priests’) bones,” but is 
simply an epithet used to designate human corpses, which defile 
the place where they lie (2 Kings xxii. 16).—Ver. 3. In con- 
firmation of his word the prophet added a miracle (NBID, répas, 
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portentum, see at. Ex. iv. 21): “ this is the sign that the Lord 
hath spoken (through me): behold the altar will be rent in 
pieces, and the ashes upon it will be poured out.” {@% is the 
ashes of the fat of the sacrificial animals. The pouring out of 
the sacrificial ashes in consequence of the breaking up of the 
altar was a penal sign, which indicated, along with the destruc- 
tion of the altar, the desecration of the sacrificial service per- 
formed upon it.—Ver. 4. The king, enraged at this announce- 
ment, stretched out his hand against the prophet with the 
words, “seize him”—and his hand dried up, so that he was not 
able to draw it back again. 1‘, to dry up, zc. to become rigid 
in consequence of a miraculous withdrawal of the vital energy. 
Thus Jeroboam experienced in the limbs of his own body the 
severity of the threatened judgment of God—Vers. 5, 6. The 
penal miracle announced in the word of Jehovah, ze. in the 
strength of the Lord, also took effect immediately upon the 
altar; and the defiant king was now obliged to entreat the man 
of God, saying, “ Soften, I pray, the face of the Lord thy God, 
and pray for me, that my hand may return to me,” ze. that I 
may be able to draw it back again, to move it once more. And 
this also took place at once at the intercession of the prophet. 
JETS npn, lit. to stroke the face of God, zc. to render it soft 
by intercession (see at Ex. xxxii. 11).—Ver. 7. As Jeroboam 
could do nothing by force against the prophet, he endeavoured 
to gain him over to his side by friendliness, that at least he 
might render his threat harmless in the eyes of the people. 
For this purpose, and not to do him honour or to make him 
some acknowledgment for the restoration of his hand, he in- 
vited him to his house, to strengthen himself with food (1¥0 
as in Gen. xviii. 5, Judg. ix. 5; for the form 71¥0, see Ewald, 
§ 41, c) and receive from him a present—Vers. 8 sqq. But 
this design was also frustrated, and the rejection of his worship 
on the part of God was still more strongly declared. “If thou 
gavest me,’ the man of God replied, “the half of thy house, I 
shall not go in with thee, nor eat bread and drink water in this 
place; for thus hath Jehovah commanded me,” etc. The subject, 
Jehovah, is easily supplied to ™¥ from the context (vid. Ewald, 
§ 294,54). God had forbidden the prophet to eat. and drink 
“to manifest His detestation of idolatry, and to show by that 
fact that the: Bethelites were so detestable, and as it were ex- 
communicated by God, that He wished none of the faithful to 
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join with them in eating and drinking” (C. a Lap.). He was 
not to return by the way by which he came, that no one might 
look out for him, and force him to a delay which was irrecon- 
cilable with his commission, or “lest by chance being brought 
back by Jeroboam, he should do anything to please him which 
was unworthy of a prophet, or from which it might be inferred 
that idolaters might hope for some favour from the Deity ” 
(Budd.). 

Vers. 11-32. Seduction of the man of God by an old prophet, and 
his consequent punishment.—Vers. 11-19. The man of God had re- 
sisted the invitations of Jeroboam, and set out by a different road 
to return to Judah. An old prophet at Bethel heard from his 
sons what had taken place (the singular 132 §i2' as compared with 
the plural 5480" may be explained on the supposition that first 
of all one son related the matter to his father, and that then the 
other sons supported the account given by the first) ; had his ass 
saddled ; hurried after him, and found him sitting under the tere- 
binth (the tree well known from that event) ; invited him to come 
into his house and eat with him; and when the latter appealed 
to the divine prohibition, said to him (ver. 18), “ I am a prophet 
also as thou art, and an angel has said to me in the word of the 
Lord: Bring him back with thee into thy house, that he may 
eat and drink,” and lied to him (io YN without a copula, because 
it is inserted as it were parenthetically, simply as an explana- 
tion)—then he went back with him, and ate and drank in his 
house.—Vers. 20-22. As they were sitting at table the word 
of the Lord came to the old prophet, so that he cried out to the 
man of God from Judah: “ Because thou hast been rebellious 
against the command of the Lord, and hast not kept the com- 
mandment,. . . thou wilt not come to the grave of thy fathers,” 
2.e. thou wilt meet with a violent death by the way. This 
utterance was soon fulfilled——Vers. 23 sqq. After he had eaten 
he saddled the ass for him, ae. for the prophet whom he had 
fetched back, and the latter (the prophet from Judah) departed 
upon it. On the road a lion met him and slew him; “and his 
corpse was cast in the road, but the ass stood by it, and the lion 
stood by the corpse.” The lion, contrary to its nature, had 
neither consumed the prophet whom it had slain, nor torn in 
pieces and devoured the ass upon which he rode, but had 
remained standing by the corpse and by the ass, that the slaying 
of the prophet might not be regarded as a misfortune that had 
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befallen him by accident, but that the hand of the Lord might 
be manifest therein, so that passers-by saw this marvel and 
related it in Bethel—Ver. 26. When the old prophet at Bethel 
heard of this, he said, “ It is the man of God, who was disobedi- 
ent to the word of the Lord; the Lord-hath delivered him to the 
lion, so that it hath torn him (12%, frangere, confringere, used of 
a lion which tears its prey in pieces) and slain him according 
to the word of the Lord, which He spake to him.”——Vers. 27-32. 
He thereupon had his ass saddled, and went and found the 
corpse and the ass standing by it, without the lion having eaten 
the corpse or torn the ass in pieces; and he lifted the corpse 
upon his ass, and brought it into his own city, and laid the 
corpse in his grave with the customary lamentation: ‘ns ‘0, 
alas, my brother! (cf. Jer. xxu. 18), and then gave this com- 
mand to his sons: “ When I die, bury me in the grave in which 
the man of God is buried, let my bones rest beside his bones ; 
for the word which he proclaimed in the word of Jehovah upon 
the altar at Bethel and upon all the houses of the high places 
in the cities of Samaria will take place” (ze. will be fulfilled). 
The expression “ cities of Samaria” belongs to the author of 
these books, and is used proleptically of the kingdom of the ten 
tribes, which did not receive this name till. after the building of 
the city of Samaria as the capital of the kingdom‘and the resi- 
dence of the kings of Israel (ch. xvi. 24). There is a prophetic 
element in the words “upon all the houses of the high places,” 
etc., inasmuch as the only other erection at that time beside the 
one at Bethel was a temple of the high places at Dan. But after 
such a beginning the multiplication of them might be foreseen 
with certainty, even without any higher illumination. 

The conduct of the old prophet at Bethel appears so strange, 
that Josephus and the Chald., and most of the Rabbins and of 
the earlier commentators both Catholic and Protestant, have 
regarded him as a false prophet, who tried to lay a trap for the 
prophet from Judah, in order to counteract the effect of his pro- 
phecy upon the king and the people. But this assumption cannot 
be reconciled with either the divine revelation which came to 
him at the table, announcing to the Judean prophet the punish- 
ment of his transgression of the commandment of God, and was 
so speedily fulfilled (vers. 20—24); or with the honour which he 
paid to the dead man after this punishment had fallen upon him, 
by burying him in his own grave; and still less with his con- 
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firmation of his declaration concerning the altar at Bethel (vers. 
29-32). We must therefore follow Ephr. Syr., Theodor. Heng- 
stenberg, and others, and regard the old prophet as a true 
prophet, who with good intentions, and not “ under the influence 
of human envy” (Thenius), but impelled by the desire to enter 
into a closer relation to the man of God from Judah and to 
strengthen himself through his prophetic gifts, urged him to enter 
his house. The fact that he made use of sinful means in order 
to make more sure of securing the end desired, namely, of the 
false pretence that he had been directed by an angel to do this, 
may be explained, as Hengstenberg suggests (Diussert. vol. ii. p. 
149), on the ground that when Jeroboam introduced his innova- 
tions, he had sinned by keeping silence, and that the appearance 
of the Judean prophet had brought him to a consciousness of 
this sin, so that he had been seized with shame on account of 
his fall, and was anxious to restore himself to honour in his 
own eyes and those of others by intercourse with this witness to 
the truth. But however little the lie itself can be excused or 
justified, we must not attribute to him alone the consequences 
by which the le was followed in the case of the Judzan prophet. 
For whilst he chose reprehensible means of accomplishing what 
appeared to be a good end, namely, to raise himself again by 
intercourse with a true prophet, and had no wish to injure the 
other in any way, the Judzan prophet allowed himself to be 
seduced to a transgression of the clear and definite prohibition of 
God simply by the sensual desire for bodily invigoration by 
meat and drink, and had failed to consider that the divine reve- 
lation which he had received could not be repealed by a pretended 
revelation from an angel, because the word of God does not con- 
tradict itself. He was therefore obliged to listen to a true 
revelation from God from the mouth of the man whose pretended 
revelation from an angel he had too carelessly believed, namely, 
to the announcement of punishment for his disobedience towards 
the commandment of God, which punishment he immediately 
afterwards endured, “for the destruction of the flesh, but for the 
preservation of the spirit: 1 Cor. xv. 5” (Berleb. Bible). That 
the punishment fell upon him alone and not upon the old prophet 
of Bethel also, and that for apparently a smaller crime, may be 
accounted for “ not so much from the fact that the old prophet 
had lied with a good intention (this might hold good of the other 
also), as from the fact that it was needful to deal strictly with 
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the man who had just received a great and holy commission from 
the Lord” (O. v. Gerlach). It is true that no bodily punish- 
ment fell upon the old prophet, but this punishment he received 
instead, that with his lie he was put to shame, and that his 
conscience must have accused him of having occasioned the death 
of the man of God from Judah. He was thereby to be cured of 
his weakness, that he might give honour to the truth of the 
testimony of God. “ Thus did the wondrous providence of God 
know how to direct all things most gloriously, so that the bodily 
destruction of the one contributed to the spiritual and eternal 
preservation of the soul of the other” (Berleb. Bible).—Concern- 
ing the design of these marvellous events, H. Witsius has the 
following remarks in his Miscell. ss. i. p. 118 (ed. nov. 1736): 
“So many wondrous events all concurring in one result caused 
the prophecy against the altar at Bethel to be preserved in the 
mouths and memories of all, and the mission of this prophet to 
become far more illustrious. Thus, although the falsehood of 
the old man of Bethel brought disgrace upon himself, it injured 
no one but the man of God whose credulity was too great; and, 
under the overruling providence of God, it contributed in the 
most signal manner to the confirmation and publication of the 
truth.”’ The heaping up of the marvellous corresponded to the 
great object of the mission of the man of God out of Judah, 
through which the Lord would enter an energetic protest against 
the idolatrous worship of Jeroboam at its first introduction, to 
guard those who feared God in Israel, of whom there were not 
a few (2 Chron. xi 16; 2 Kings xviii. 3, xix. 18), from falling 
away from Him by joining in the worship of the calves, and to 
take away every excuse from the ungodly who participated 
therein. 

-Vers. 33 and 34. But this did not lead Jeroboam to conver- 
sion. He turned not from his evil way, but continued to make 
high priests from the mass of the people. wy" aw, “he re- 

1 Compare with this the remark of Theodoret in his quest. 48 in 3 libr. 
Reg. : ‘* In my opinion this punishment served to confirm the declaration con- 
cerning the altar. For it was not possible for the statement of such a man 
to be concealed: and this was sufficient to fill with terror those who heard 
it; for if partaking of food contrary to the command of God, and that not 
of his own accord, but under a deception, brought such retribution upon a 
righteous man, to what punishments would they be exposed who had for- 


saken the God who made them, and worshipped the likenesses of irrational 
creatures ?” 
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tarned and made,” te. he made again or continued to make. 
For the fact itself compare ch. xi. 31. “ Whoever had plea- 
sure (YBN, cf. Ges. § 109), he filled his hand, that he might 
become a priest of the high places.” ‘nx xdy, to fill the 
hand, is the technical expression for investing with the priest- 
hood, according to the rite prescribed for the consecration of 
the priests, namely, to place sacrificial gifts in the hands of the 
persons to be consecrated (see at Lev. vil. 37 and viii. 25 sqq.). 
The plural nid2 "305 is used with indefinite generality: that 
he might be ranked among the priests of high places.—Ver. 
34. “And it became in (with) this thing the sin of the house 
of Jeroboam, and the destroying and cutting off from the 
earth;” that is to say, this obstinate persistence in ungodly con- 
duct was the guilt which had as its natural consequence the 
destroying of his house from the face of the earth, 1 7352 
is not a mistake for "#7 7375, but 3 is used, as in 1 Chron. 
ix. 33, vil. 23, to express the idea of being and persisting in a 
thing (for this use of 3 compare Ewald, § 295, /). 


CHAP. XIV. REIGN AND DEATH OF JEROBOAM AND REHOBOAM. 


Vers. 1-20. REIGN oF JEROBOAM.—Vers. 1-18. Ahiah's 
prophecy against Jeroboam and the kingdom of Israel.— As 
Jeroboam did not desist from his idolatry notwithstanding the 
threatened punishment, the Lord visited him with the illness 
of his son, and directed the prophet Ahijah, to whom his wife 
had gone to ask counsel concerning the result of the illness, to 
predict to him not only the cutting off of his house and the 
death of his sick son, but also the thrusting away of Israel out 
of the land of its fathers beyond the Euphrates, and in confirma- 
tion of this threat caused the sick son to die when the returning 
mother crossed the threshold of her house again—Vers. 1-3. 
When his son fell sick, Jeroboam said to his wife: Disguise thy- 
self, that thou mayest not be known as the wife of Jeroboam, and 
go to Shiloh to the prophet Ahijah, who told me that I should 
be king over this people; he will tell thee how it will fare with 
the boy. 73nwvn, from 72%, to alter one’s self, zc. to disguise one’s 
self. She was to go to Shiloh disguised, so as not to be recognised, 
to deceive the old prophet, because otherwise Jeroboam did not 
promise himself any favourable answer, as he had contemptuously 
neglected Ahijah’s admonition (ch. xi. 38, 39). But he turned 

0) . 
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to this prophet because he had spoken eoncerning him D9, to 
be king, ie. that he would become king, over this people. 1207 
stands for 770 ni"19, with which the infinitive exe can be omitted 
(vid. Ewald, § 336, 6). As this prophecy, which was: so favour- 
able to Jeroboam, had come to pass (ch. xi. 29, 30), he hoped 
that he might. also obtain from Ahijah a divine revelation con- 
cerning the result of his son’s illness, provided that he did not 
know who it was who came to seek eounsel concerning her sick 
son. To complete the deception, she was to take with her as 
a present for the prophet (ef. 1 Sam. ix. 8) “ten loaves and 
crumbs” and a jar with honey, 14 a trifling gift such as a simple 
citizen’s wife might take. According to the early versions and 
the context,.a kind of plain cake,. zoddrupida (LXX.), crustulam 
(Vulg.). It is different in Josh. ix. 5—Vers. 4,5. Ahijah could 
no longer see, because his eyes were blinded with age. ‘OP 
2% as in 1 Sam. iv. 15, am expression applied to the black 
cataract, amawrosis. It was therefore all the less possible for him 
to recognise in a natural manner the woman who was coming to 
him. But before her arrival the Lord had not only revealed to 
him her coming and her object, but had also told him what he 
was to say to her if she should disguise herself when she came. 
mai nf2; see at Judg. xviii 4. ‘IN ANID MM, “let it be if she 
comes and disguises herself ;” 2.e if when she comes she should 
disguise herself—vVer. 6. When Ahijah heard the sound of 
her feet entering the door (the participle 1*3, according to the 
number and gender, refers to the 78% implied in mon}, vid. 
Ewald, § 317, c), he addressed her by her name, charged her 
with her disguise of herself, and told her that he was entrusted 
with a hard saying to her. ‘WP (cf. ch. xii. 13) is equivalent 
to nYP MIN; for the construction, compare Ewald, § 284, e— 
Vers. 7 sqq. The saying was as follows: “Therefore, because 
thou hast exalted thyself from the people, and I have made 
thee prince over my people Israel (cf. ch. xi 31), . .. but thou 
hast not been as my servant David, who kept my command- 
ments ... (cf ch. xi. 34), and hast done worse than all who 
were before thee (judiwes nimirum & duces Israelis—Cler.), and 
hast gone and hast made thyself other gods (contrary to the 
express command in Ex. xx. 2, 3), . . . and hast cast me be- 
hind thy back :. therefore I bring misfortune upon the house of 
Jeroboam,” etc. The expression, to cast God behind the back, 
which only eccurs here and in Ezek. xxiii. 35, denotes the most 
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scornful contempt of God, the strict opposite of “keeping God 
before the eyes and in the heart.” ‘73 ["vP, every male per- 
son; see at 1 Sam. xxv. 22. A synonymous expression is VP 
auyi, the fettered (ce. probably the married) and the free (or 
single); see at Deut. xxxii 36. “In Israel,” 14 im the king- 
dom of the ten tribes’ The threat is strengthened by the 
elause in ver. 10, “and 1 will sweep out after the house of 
Jeroboam, as one sweepeth out dung, even to the end,” which 
expresses shameful and utter extermination; and this threat 
is still further strengthened in ver. 11 by the threat added 
from Deut. xxviii. 26, that of those cut off not one is to come 
to the grave, but their bodies are to be devoured by the dogs 
and birds of prey,—the worst disgrace that could befall the dead. 
Instead of wild beasts (Deut. xxviii. 26) the dogs are mentioned 
here, because in the East they wander out in the streets without 
owners, and are so wild and ravenous that they even devour 
corpses (vid. Harmar, Beobachtungen, 1. p. 198). ops? with 
9 of relationship, equivalent to of those related to Jeroboam. 
It is the same in ver. 13.—Vers. 12, 13. After this announce- 
ment of the judgment upon the house of Jeroboam, Ahijah 
gave the wife information concerning her'sick son. He would 
die as soon as she entered the city, and of all the male mem- 
bers of the house of Jeroboam he only would receive the honour 
of a proper burial, because in him there was some good thing 
towards Jehovah found. Ewald (§ 247, 6) regards the form 733 
as standing for 7833, and refers the suffix to the following word 
VY (vid. Ewald, § 309,c). But as this use of the suffix would be 
very harsh, the question arises whether 83 is not to be regarded 
as a feminine form of the infinitive, after the analogy of 7 in 
Ex. ii 4 and 97} in 2 Kings xix. 3, ete. From the fulfilment 
of this declaration in vers. 17 and 18 Jeroboam was to learn 
that the threatened destruction of his royal house would also be 
just as certainly fulfilled. The sick son appears to have been 
the heir-presumptive to the throne. This may be infefred 
partly from the lamentation of all Israel at his death (ver. 18), 
and partly from what follows here in the next verse. Mon 
means in his relation to Jehovah.—vVer.. 14. “ Jehovah will 
raise Himself up a king over Israel, who will cut off the 
house of Jeroboam this day; but what (sc, do I say)? even 
now,” sc. has He raised him up. This appears to be the 
simplest explanation of the last words of the verse, of which 
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very various interpretations have been given. M is placed 
before Oi, to give it the stronger emphasis, as in Ex. xxxii 1 
(compare Josh. ix. 12,13, and Ewald, § 293, 5; and for "Ay D3 
compare Delitzsch on Job, i. p. 290, transl).—vVers. 15, 16. 
But in order that not only Jeroboam, but also the people who 
had joined in his idolatry, might perceive the severity of the 
divine judgment, Ahijah also announced to the nation its 
banishment into exile beyond the Euphrates. “ Jehovah will 
smite Israel, as the reed shakes in the water,” is an abbreviated 
phrase for: Jehovah will smite Israel in such a manner that 
it will sway to and fro like a reed in the water moved by a 
strong wind, which has not a sufficiently firm hold to resist 
the violence of the storm. “ And will thrust them out of the 
good land,” etc., as Moses threatened the transgressors of the 
law (Deut. xxix. 27), “and scatter them beyond the river 
(Euphrates),” ze. banish them among the heathen, from whom 
God brought out and chose their forefather (Josh. xxiv. 3), 
“because they have made themselves Ashera-idols, to provoke 
Jehovah.” OW is used for idols generally, among which the 
golden calves are reckoned. {f", that He may deliver up 
Israel, on account of the idolatrous forms of worship introduced 
by Jeroboam. For the fulfilment see 2 Kings xv. 29, xvii 23, 
and xviii. 11.—In vers. 17 and 18 the exact. fulfilment of 
Ahijah’s announcement concerning the death of Jeroboam’s sick 
son is described. According to ver. 17, Jeroboam was then 
residing at Zhirza, whereas he had at first resided at Shechem 
(ch. xu. 25). Thirza is probably the present Jalluza, on the 
north of Shechem (see at Josh. xii. 24).—Vers. 19 and 20. 
End of Jeroboam’s reign. Of the wars, which were described in 
the annals of the kings (see p. 12), the war with Abijam of 
Judah is the only one of which we have any account (2 Chron. 
xliL 2 sqq.). See also the Comm. on ver. 30. He was followed 
on the throne by his son Nadab. 


Vers. 21-31. REIGN oF REHOBOAM IN JUDAH (compare 2 
Chron. xi. 5—xii. 16).—Ver. 21. Rehoboam, who ascended the 
throne at the age of forty-one, was born a year before the 
accession of Solomon (see at ch. ii. 24). In the description of 
Jerusalem as the city chosen by the Lord (cf. ch. xi. 36) there 
is implied not so much an indirect condemnation of the falling 
away of the ten tribes, as the striking contrast to the idolatry 
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of Rehoboam referred to in vers. 23 sqq. The name of his 
mother is mentioned (here and in ver. 31), not because she 
seduced the king to idolatry (Ephr. Syr.), but generally on ac- 
count of the great influence which the queen-mother appears to 
have had both upon the king personally and upon his govern- 
ment, as we may infer from the fact that the mother’s name is 
given in the case of every king of Judah (vid. ch. xv. 2, 13, 
xxii 42, etc.).—Vers. 22-24. The general characteristics of 
Rehoboam’s reign are supplied and more minutely defined in 
the account in the Chronicles. According to 2 Chron. xi. 5— 
xii 1, he appears to have been brought to reflection by the an- 
nouncement of the prophet, that the falling away of the ten 
tribes had come from the Lord as a punishment for Solomon’s 
idolatry (ch. xii. 23, 24; 2 Chron. xi 2-4); and in the first 
years of his reign to have followed the law of God with 
earnestness, and to have been occupied in the establishment 
of his government partly by the fortification of different cities 
(2 Chron. xi. 5-12), and partly by setting in order his do- 
mestic affairs, placing his numerous sons, who were born of 
his many wives and concubines, in the fortified cities of the 
land, and thus providing for them, and naming Abijam as his 
successor (2 Chron. xi. 18-22); while his kingdom was still 
further strengthened by the priests, Levites, and pious Israelites 
who emigrated to Judah and Jerusalem from the ten tribes 
(2 Chron. xi. 13-17). But this good beginning only lasted 
three years (2 Chron. xi. 17). When he thought that he had 
sufficiently fortified his kingdom, he forsook the law of the 
Lord, and all Israel (ae. all the covenant nation) with him 
(2 Chron. xii. 1). “ Judah did that which was displeasing in 
the sight of the Lord; they provoked Him to jealousy more 
than all that their fathers (sc. under the Judges) had done with 
their sins.” &3?, to provoke to jealousy (Num. v. 14), is to be 
explained, when it refers to God, from the fact that the relation 
in which God stood to His people was regarded under the 
ficure of a marriage, in which Jehovah appears as the husband 
of the nation, who is angry at the unfaithfulness of his wife, 
ae. at the idolatry of the nation. Compare the remarks on 
x3 Spe in the Comm. on Ex. xx. 5.—Ver. 23. They also (the 
Judzans as well as the Israelites) built themselves banwith, 
altars of high places (see at ch. iii: 3), monuments and Ashera- 
idols, nia¥D are not actual images of gods, but stones set up as 
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memorials (Gen. xxxi. 13, xxxv. 20; Ex. xxiv. 4), more espe- 
cially stone monuments set up in commemoration of a divine 
revelation (Gen. xxvii. 18, 22, xxxv. 14). Like the bamoth, 
in connection with which they generally eccur, they were 
originally dedicated to Jehovah ; but even under the law they 
were forbidden, partly as places of divine worship of human 
invention which easily degenerated into idolatry, but chiefly 
because the Canaanites had erected such monuments to Baal by 
the side of his altars (Ex. xxut 24, xxxiv. 13; Deut. vii. 5, 
etc.), whereby the worship of Jehovah was unconsciously identa- 
fied with the worship of Baal, even when the mazzeboth were 
not at first erected to the Canaanitish Beal. As the ni2xo of 
the Canaanites were dedicated to Baal, so were the DTW to 
Astarte, the female nature-deity of those tribes. ‘mv, how- 
ever, does not mean a grove (see the Comm. on Deut. xvi 21), 
but an idol of the Canaanitish nature-goddess, generally most 
likely a lofty wooden pillar, though sometimes perhaps a straight 
trunk of a tree, the branches and crown of which were lopped 
off, and which was planted upon heights and in other places by 
the side of the altars of Baal The name 7 -was transferred 
from the idol to the goddess of nature (ch. xv. 13, xvii 19; 
2 Kings xxi. 7, etc.), and was used of the image or column 
of the Phoenician Astarte (ch. xvi 33; 2 Kings xiii 6, xvii 
16, etc.), just as ninve in Judy. iii 7 alternates with nie 
in Judg. u. 13. These idols the Israelites (? J udeans—TR) 
appear to have also associated with the worship of Jehovah; 
for the external worship of Jehovah was still maintained in the 
temple, and was performed by Rehoboam himself with princely 
pomp (ver. 28). “On every high hill,” etc.; see at Deut. xii 2. 
—Ver. 24. “There were also prostitutes in the land.” WP is 
used eollectively a8 a generic name, including both male and 
female hierodyle, and is exchanged for the plural in ch. xv. 12. 
The male 0'vtP had emasculated themselves in religious frenzy 
in honour of the Canaanitish goddess of nature, and were called 
Galli by the Romans. They were Canaanites, who had found 
their way into the land of Judah when idolatry gained the 
upper hand (as indicated by 031), “They appear here as strangers 
‘among the Israelites, and are those notorious Cinedi more espe- 
cially of the imperial age of Rome who travelled about in all 
directions, begging for the Syrian goddess, and even in the time 
of Augustine went about asking for alms in the streets of Car- 
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thage as a remnant of the Pheenician worship (de cw. Det, vii. 
26).”—-Movers, p. 679. On the female nivap see the Comm. 
om Gen. xxxvili 21 and Dent. xxii 18. 

This sinking mto heathen abominstions was soon followed 
by the punishment, that Judah was given up to the power of 
the heathen.—Vers. 25—28. King Shishak of Egypt invaded 
the land with a powerful army, conquered all the fortified 
cities, penetrated to Jerusalem, and would probably have put 
an end to the kingdom of Judah, if God had not had compas- 
sion upon him, and saved him from destruction, in consequence 
of the humiliation of the king and of the chiefs of the nation, 
caused by the admonition of the prophet Shemaiah, so that 
after the conquest of Jerusalem Shishak contented himself with 
‘withdrawimg, taking with him the treasures of the temple and 
of the royal palace. Compare the fuller account of this expe- 
dition in 2 Chron. xii. 2-9. Shishak (PY) was the first king 
of the twenty-second (or Bubastitic) dynasty, called Sesonchis in 
Jul. Afric., Sesonchosis in Eusebius, and wpon the monuments 
on which Champollion first deciphered his name, Sheshonk or 
Sheshenk. Shishak has celebrated his expedition against Judah 
by a bas-relief on the outer wall of the pillar-hall erected by 
him im the first palace at Karnak, in which more than 130 
figures are led in cords by Ammon and the goddess Muth with 
their hands bound upon their backs. The lower portion of the 
figures of this long row of prisoners is covered by escutcheons, 
the border of which being provided with battlements, shows 
that the prisoners are symbols of conquered cities. About a 
hundred of these eseutcheons are still legible, and in the names 
upon them a large number of the names of cities in the king- 
dom of Jadah have been deciphered with tolerable certainty.’ 
Shishak was probably bent chiefly upon the conquest and 


2 Compare Max Duncker, Gesch. des Alterthums, Bd. i. p. 909, ed. 8, and 
for the different copies of this bas-relief in the more recent works upon 
Egypt, Ruetechi in Herzog’s Cycl. (art. Rehoboam). The latest attempts at 
deciphering are those by Brugsch, Geogr. Inschriften in den dgypt. Denk- 
milern, ii. p. 56 aqq., and O. Blau, Sisaqs Zug gegen Juda aus dem Denkmale 
bei Karnak erldutert, in the Dextsch. morgenl. Ztschr. xv. p. 283 sqq. Cham- 
pollion’s interpretation of one of these escutcheons, in his Precis du systeme 
hierogl. p. 204, viz. Juda hammalek, ‘‘ the king of Judah,” has been rejected 
by Lepsius and Brugsch as philologically inadmissible. Brugsch writes the 
name thus: Judh malk or Joud-hamalok, and identifies Judh with Jehudtjeh, 
which Robinson (Pal. iii. p. 45) supposes to be the ancient Jehud (Josh. xix. 45). 
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plundering of the cities. But from Jerusalem, beside other 
treasures of the temple and palace, he also carried off the golden 
shields that had been made by Solomon (ch. x. 16), in the 
place of which Rehoboam had copper ones made for his body- 
guard. The guard, O'S), runners, are still further described as 
7700 na nne pNDwn, “who kept the door of the king’s house,” 
z.e. supplied the sentinels for the gate of the royal palace.— 
Ver. 28. Whenever the king went into the house of Jehovah, 
the runners carried these shields; from which we may see that 
the king was accustomed to go to the temple with solemn 
pomp. These shields were not kept in the state-house of the 
forest of Lebanon (ch. x. 17) as the golden shields were, but in 
the guard-chamber (NA; see at Ezek. xl. 7) of the runners.— 
Vers. 29-31. Further particulars are given in 2 Chron. x1. and 
xii. concerning the rest of the acts of Rehoboam. “ There was 
war between Rehoboam and Jeroboam the whole time (of their 
reign).” As nothing is said about any open war between them, 
and the prophet Shemaiah prohibited the attack which Rehoboam 
was about to make upon the tribes who had fallen away (ch. 
xi. 23 8qq.), money can only denote the hostile feelings and atti- 
tude of the two rulers towards one another——Ver. 31. Death 
and burial of Rehoboam: as in the case of Solomon (ch. xi. 43). 
The name of the queen-mother has already been given in ver. 
21, and the repetition of it here may be explained on the sup- 
position that in the original sources employed by the author of 
our books it stood in this position. The son and successor of 
Rehoboam upon the throne is called Abyam (0°38) in the 
account before us; whereas in the Chronicles he is always 
called Abyah (M38, 2 Chron. xii. 16, xiii 1, ete, or P38, 
2 Chron. xiii. 21). O%38, 7. father of the sea, is unquestion- 
ably the older form of the name, which was reduced to ™38, 


This Jehud in the tribe of Dan, Blau (p. 238) therefore also finds in the name ; 
and it will not mislead any one that this city is reckoned as belonging to the 
tribe of Dan, since in the very same chapter (Josh. xix. 42) Ajalon is assigned 
to Dan, though it was nevertheless a fortress of Rehoboam (2 Chron. xi. 10). 
But Blau has not given any explanation of the addition malk or malok, 
whereas Gust. Roesch takes it to be yop, and supposes it to mean ‘‘ Jehud of 


the king, namely, of Rehoboam or of Judah, on account of its being situated 
in Dan, which belonged to the northern kingdom.” But this is certainly in- 
correct. For where could the Egyptians have obtained this exact knowledge 
of the relation in which the tribes of the nation of Israel stood to one 
another ? 
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and then identified with the formation from ‘38 and m=" 
(from in%). 


CHAP. XV. 1-24. REIGNS OF THE TWO KINGS ABIJAM AND ASA 
OF JUDAH. 


Vers. 1-8. Reign or AsiJaM (cf. 2 Chron. xiii.)—Abijam 
reigned three years, and his mother’s name was Maacah, 
daughter (2.c. grand-daughter) of Absalom. We have the same 
in 2 Chron. xi. 20, 21; but in 2 Chron. xiii. 2 she is called 
Michajahu, daughter of Uriel of Gibeah. If Di>¥*38 was without 
doubt Absalom, the well-known son of David, as we may infer 
from the fact that this name does not occur again in the Old 
Testament in connection with any other person, since Absalom 
had only one daughter, viz. Thamar (2 Sam. xiv. 27), who was 
fifty years old when Solomon died, Maacah must have been a 
daughter of this Thamar, who had married Uriel of Gibeah, 
and therefore a grand-daughter of Absalom. This is sustained 
by Josephus (And. viii. 10, 1). The form of the name ¥13D 
is probably an error in copying for 730, as the name is also 
written in 2 Chron. xi 20 and 21, and not a different name, 
which Maacah assumed as queen, as Caspari supposes (Micha, 
p. 3, note 4).—Vers. 3, 4. Abijam walked as king in the foot- 
steps of his father. Although he made presents to the temple 
(ver. 15), his heart- was not D9¥, wholly or undividedly given 
to the Lord, like the heart of David (cf. ch. xi. 4); but (3, after 
@ previous negative) for David’s sake Jehovah had left him a 
light in Jerusalem, to set up his son after him and to let Jeru- 
salem stand, because (WX) David had done right in the eyes of 
God, etc., zc. so that it was only for David’s sake that Jehovah 
did not reject him, and allowed the throne to pass to his 
son. For the fact itself compare ch. xi. 13 and 36; and 
for the words, “except in the matter of Uriah the Hittite,” 
see 2 Sam. xi. and xii—Ver. 6. “ And there was war between 
Rehoboam and Jeroboam all his life ;” 2. the state of hostility 
which had already existed between Rehoboam and Jeroboam 
continued “ all the days of his life,” or so long as Abijam lived 
and reigned. If we take "9 ‘D*?3 in this manner (not 
pirDn79, ver. 16), the statement loses the strangeness which 
it has at first sight, and harmonizes very well with that in 
ver. 7, that there was also war between Abijam and Jeroboam. 
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Under Abijam it assumed the form of a serious war, in which 
Jeroboam sustained a great defeat (see 2 Chron. xiii 3-20)— 
The other notices concerning Abijam, in vers. 7 and 8 are the 
same as in the case of Rehoboam in ch. xiv. 29 and 31. 


Vers. 9-24, Rricn or ASA (cf. 2 Chron. xiv.-xvi.).—As Asa 
ascended the throne in the twentieth year of the reign of Jero- 
boam, his father Abijam, who began to reign in the eighteenth 
year of Jeroboam (ver. 1), can only have reigned two years and 
a few months, and noé three full years—vVer 10. Ana reigned 
forty-one years. “The name of his mother was Maacah, the 
daughter of Absalom.” ‘This notice, which agrees verbatim with 
ver. 2, cannot mean that Abijam had its own mother for a 
wife ; though Thenius finds this meaning in the passage, and 
then proceeds to build up conjectures concermng emendations 
of the text. We must rather explain it, as Ephr Syr, the 
Rabbins, and others have done, as signifying that Maacah, the 
mother of Abijam, contanued during Asa’s reign to retain the 
post of queen-mother or 7°37, 1e sultana valide, till Asa de- 
posed her on account of her idolatry (ver. 13), probably because 
Asa’s own mother had died at an early age—Vers. 11 sqq. As 
ruler Asa walked in the ways of his pious ancestor David: he 
banished the male prostitutes ont of the land, abolished all the 
abominations of idolatry, which his fathers (Abijam and Reho- 
boam) had introduced, deposed his grandmother Maacah from 
the rank of a queen, because she had made herself an idol for 
the Ashera, and had the idol hewn in pieces and burned im the 
valley of the Kidron. 5723 is a contemptuons epithet applied 
to idols (Lev. xxvi 30); it dogs not mean stercorei, however, as 
the Rabbins affirm, but logs, from 523, to roll, or masses of stone, 
after the Chaldee °73 (Ezra v. 8, vi 4), generally connected 
with D'¥pY, It is so in Deut. xxix. 16. MMODD, formédo, from 
yon, terrcre, tumere, hence an idol as an object of fear, and not 
pudendum, a shameful image, as Movers (Phéniz i p. 571), 
who follows the Rabbins, explains it, understanding thereby 2 
Phalius as a2 symbol of the generative and fractifying power of 
nature. ‘With regard to the character of this idol, nothing 
further can be determined than that it was of weod, and 
possibly a wooden column like the DTW (see at ch. xiv. 23). 
“ But the high places departed not,” 2c. were not abolished. 
By the nin3 we are not to understand, according to ver. 12, 
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altars of bigh planes dedicated to idols, but unlawful altars to 
Jehovah. It is so in the other passages in which this formula 
recurs (ch. xxii 24; 2 Kings xii 4, xiv. 4, xv. 4; and the 
parallel passages :2 Chron. xv. 17, xx. 33). The apparent dis- 
crepancy between the last-mentioned passages and 2 Chron. 
xiv. 2,4, and xvii. 6, may be solyed very simply on the sup- 
position that the kings (Asa and Jehoshaphat) did indeed 
abolish the altars on the high places, but did not carry their 
reforms in the nation thoroughly out; and not by distinguish- 
ing between the bamoth dedicated to J ehovah and those dedi- 
- cated to idols, as Thenius, Bertheau, and Caspari, with many 
of the earlier commentators, suppose. For although 2 Chron. 
xiv. 2 is very favourable to this solution, since both nipz 
and 035 nina are mentioned there, it does not accord with 
2 Chron. xvii. 6, where nip3n cannot be merely idolatrous altars 
dedicated to the Canaanitish Baal, but unquestionably refer to 
the unlawful altars of Jehovah, or at any rate include them. 
Moreover, the next clause in the passage before us, “ neverthe- 
lees Asa’s heart was wholly given to the Lord,” shows that the 
expression 7D X does not mean that the king allowed the un- 
lawful Jehovah-bamoth to remain, but simply that, notwitb- 
standing his fidelity to Jehovah, the damoth did not depart, so 
that he was unable to carry the abolition of them thoroughly 
out—Ver. 15. He brought the sacred offerings of his father 
and his own sacred offerings into the house of Jehovah; pro- 
bahbly the booty, in silver, gold, and vessels, which his father 
Abyam had gathered in the war with Jeroboam (2 Chron. 
xi 16,17), and be himself on the conquest of the Cushites 
(2 Chron. xiv. 12,13). The Keri ‘WiP\ is a bad emendation 
ef the correct reading in the Chethid whip, 1.2. WIP (AP) ; 
for 7% 12 is an accusative, and is to be connected with 
x" — Vers 16,17. The state of hostility between Judah and 
Israel continued during the reign of Asa; and Baasha the king 
of Israel adyanced, ete. These statements are completed and 
elucidated by the Chronicles After the great victory obtained 
by Abijam over Jeroboam, the kingdom of Judah enjoyed rest 
for ten years (2 Chron xiii 23). Asa employed this time in 
exterminating idalatry, fortifying different cities, and equipping 
his army (2 Chron. xiv. 1-7). Then the Cushite Zerah invaded 
the land of Judah with an innumerable army (in the eleventh 
year of Asa), but was totally defeated by the help of the Lord 
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(2 Chron. xiv. 8-14); whereupon Asa, encouraged by the 
prophet Azariah, the son of Oded, proceeded with fresh zeal to 
the extermination of such traces of idolatry as still remained in 
the kingdom, then renewed the altar of burnt-offering in front 
of the temple-hall, and in the fifteenth year of his reign held, 
with the whole nation, a great festival of thanksgiving and 
rejoicing to the Lord at Jerusalem (2 Chron. xv. 1-15). The 
next year, the sixteenth of his reign and the thirty-sixth from 
the division of the kimgdom (2 Chron. xvi 1), Baasha com- 
menced hostilities, by advancing against Judah, taking pos- 
session of Ramah, the present er Rdm (see at Josh. xvii 25), 
which was only two hours and a quarter from Jerusalem, and 
fortifying it. The occupation of Ramah is not expressly men- 
tioned indeed, but it is implied in Mam y 5ym, which affirms 
the hostile invasion of Judah. For Ramah, from its very situa- 
tion in the heart of the tribe of Benjamin and the immediate 
neighbourhood of Jerusalem, can neither have been a border 
city nor have belonged to the kingdom of Israel The inten- 
tion of Baasha, therefore, in fortifying Ramah cannot have been 
merely to restrain his own subjects from passing over into the 
kingdom of Judah, but was evidently to cut off from the king- 
dom of Judah all free communication with the north. "?2? 
‘2 nA, “ that they might not give one going out or one coming | 
in to Asa;” ze. to cut off from the others all connection with 
Asa, and at the same time to cut off from those with Asa all 
connection with this side. The main road from Jerusalem to 
the north passed by Ramah, so that by shutting up this road 
the line of communication of the kingdom of Judah was of 
mecessity greatly disturbed. Moreover, the fortification of 
Ramah by Baasha presupposes the reconquest of the cities 
which Abijam had taken from the kingdom of Israel (2 Chron. 
xiii 19), and which, according to 2 Chron. xiii. 19, were still in 
the possession of Asa—Vers. 18, 19. In order to avert the 
danger with which his kingdom was threatened, Asa endea- 
voured to induce the Syrian king, Benhadad of Damascus, to 
break the treaty which he had concluded with Baasha and to 
become his ally, by sending him such treasures as were left in 
the temple and palace." oOn137 may be explained from the 

1 Asa had sought help from the Lord and obtained it, when the powerful 


army of the Cushites invaded the land; but when an invasion of the Jsrael- ~ 
ites took place, he sought help from the Syrians. This alteration in his con- 
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fact that the temple and palace treasures had been plundered 
by Shishak in the reign of Rehoboam (ch. xiv. 26); and there- 
fore what Asa had replaced in the temple treasury (ver. 15), 
and had collected together for his palace, was only a remnant 
in comparison with the former state of these treasures. The 
name ‘TT73, wc. son of Hadad, the sun-god (according to 
Macrobius, i. 23; cf. Movers, Phéniz. i. p. 196), was borne by 
three kings of Damascus: the one here named, his son in the 
time of Ahab (ch. xx. 1, 34), and the son of Hazael (2 Kings 
xu. 24). The first was a son of Zabrimmon and grandson of 
Hezyon. According to ver. 19, his father Zabrimmon (good is 
Rimmon ; see at 2 Kings v. 18) had also been king, and was 
the contemporary of Abijam. But that his grandfather Hezyon 
was also king, and the same person as the Rezon mentioned in 
ch. xi. 23, cannot be shown to be even probable, since there is 
no ground for the assumption that Hezyon also bore the name 
Rezon, and is called by the latter name here and by the former 
in ch. xi 23.—Ver. 20. Benhadad consented to Asa’s request, 
and directed his captains to advance into the kingdom of Israel: 
they took several cities in the north of the land, whereby 
Baasha was compelled to give up fortifying Ramah and with- 
draw to Thirza. jon (j*Y) is to be sought for in all probability 
in Tell Didbbin, on the eastern border of Merj Ayun; and in 
Ajun, although Ajun is written with Aleph, the name Jjon is 
probably preserved, since the situation of this Tell seems 
thoroughly adapted for a fortress on the northern border of 
Israel (vid. Robinson, Bibl. Res. p. 375, and Van de Velde, Mem. 
p. 322). Dan is the present Tell el Kadi ; see at Josh. xix. 47. 
A bel-Beth-Maachah, the present Abi el Kamh, to the north-west 
of Lake Huleh (see at 2 Sam. xx. 14). “ All Chinneroth” is 
the district’of Chinnereth, the tract of land on the western shore 
of the Lake of Gennesareth (see at Josh. xix. 35), PND oY, 
together with all the land of Naphtali (for this meaning of by 
compare the Comm. on Gen. xxxii. 12). The cities named were 
duct may probably be explained in part from the fact, that notwithstanding 
the victory, his army had been considerably weakened by the battle which 
he fought with the Cushites (2 Chron. xiv. 9), althongh this by no means 
justified his want of confidence in the power of the Lord, and still less his 
harsh and unjust treatment of the prophet Hanani, whom he caused to be 
put in the house of the stocks on account of his condemnation of the con- 


fidence which he placed in the Syrians instead of Jehovah (2 Chron. xvi. 
7-10). : 
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the principal fortresses of the land of Naphtali, with which the 
whole of the country round was also smitten, ze. laid waste.— 
Ver. 21. 2%, and remained at Thirza, his place of residence 
(see at ch. xiv. 17).—Ver. 22, Asa thereupon summoned all 
Judah ‘P) PS, nemine immuni, 2.¢. excepto, mo one being free (cf. 
Ewald, § 286, a), and had the stones and. the wood carried 
away from Ramah, and Geba and Mzzpah in Benjamin built, ac. 
fortified, with them. Geba must not be confounded with Gibeah 
of Benjamin er Saul, but is the present Jeba, three-quarters of 
an hour to the north-east of Ramah (see at Josh xviii. 24). 
Mizpah, the present Nebi Samuwil, about three-quarters of a geo- 
graphical mile to the south-west of Ramah (see at Josh. xviii 
26).—Vers. 23, 24. Of the other acts of Asa, the building 
of cities refers to the building of fortifications mentioned in 
2 Chron. xiv. 5,6. The disease in his feet in the time of 
his old age commenced, actording to 2 Chron. xvi. £2, in the 
thirty-ninth year of his reign; and he sought help from the 
physicians, but not from the Lord; from which we may see, 
that the longer he lived the more he turned his heart away from 
the Lord (compare 2 Chron. xvi 10). 


CHAP. XV. 25-xvL 28. REIGNS OF THE KINGS OF ISRAEL, NADAB, 
BAASHA, ELAH, ZIMRI, AND OMRL 


Vers. 25-32. THE REIGN oF Napa lasted not quite two 
years, as he ascended the throne in the second year of Asa, and 
was slain in his third year.—vVer. 6. He walked in the ways of 
his father (Jeroboam) and in his sin, 2.e. in the calf-worship intro- 
duced by Jeroboam (ch. xii. 28). When Nadab in the second 
year of his reign besieged Gibbethon, which the Philistines had 
occupied, Baasha the son of Ahijah, of the house, ze. the family 
or tribe, of Issachar, conspired against him and slew him, and 
after he became king exterminated the whole house of Jero- 
boam, without leaving a single soul, whereby the prediction of 
the prophet Ahijah (ch. xiv. 10 sqq.) was fulfilled. Gubbethon, 
which was allotted to the Danites (Josh. xix. 44), has not yet 
been discovered. It probably stood close to the Philistian 
border, and was taken by the Philistines, from whom the Israel- 
ites attempted to wrest it by siege under both Nadab and 
Baasha (ch. xvi 16), though apparently without success. 
mDwy-o3 Yavilas in Josh. xi 14 (see the Comm. on Deut. xx. 
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16).—Ver. 32 is sumply a repetition of ver. 16; and the re- 
mark concerning Baasha’s attitude towards Asa of Judah im- 
mediately after his entrance upon the government precedes the 
account of his reign, for the purpose of indicating at the very 
autset, that the overthrow of the dynasty of Jeroboam and the 
rise of a new dynasty did not alter the hostile relation between 
the kingdom of Israel and the kingdom of Judah. 


Ver. 33-ch. xvi. 7. Toe Reign or BaasHa is described very 
briefly according to its duration (two years) and its spirit, 
namely, the attitude of Baasha towards the Lord (ver. 34); 
there then follow m ch. xvi I—4 the words of the prophet 
Jehu, the son of Hanani (2 Chron xvi. 7), concerning the ex- 
termination of the family of Baasha;. and. lastly, in vers. 5-7, 
his death is related with the standing allusion to the annals of 
the kings. The words of_Jehu concerning Baasha (ch. xvi. 
1-4) coincide exactly mutatis mutandis with the words of 
Ahijah concerning Jeroboam.' The expression “ exalted thee 
out of the dust,” instead of “from among the people” (ch. xiv. 
7), leads to the conjecture that Baasha had risen to be king 
from a very low position. 73 (his might) in ver. 5 refers, as 
in the case of Asa (ch. xv. 23), less to brave: warlike deeds, 
than generally to the manifestation of strength and energy in 
his government.—Ver. 7 adds a supplementary remark concern- 
ing the words of Jehu (vers. 2 sqq.), not to preclude an excuse 
that might be made, in which case 52) would have to be taken 
in the sense of nevertheless, or notwithstanding (Ewald, § 354, a), 
but to guard agamst a misinterpretation by adding a new fea- 
ture, or rather to preclude an erroneous inference that might be 
drawn from the words, “I (Jehovah) have made thee prince” 


1 “There was something very strange in the perversity and stolidity of the 
kings of Israel, that when they saw that the families of preceding kings were 
evidently overthrown by the command of God on account of the worship of 
the calves, and they themselves had overturned them, they nevertheless 
worshipped the same calves, and placed them before the people for them to 
worship, that they might not return to the temple and to Asa, king of Jeru- 
salem; though prophets denounced it and threatened their destruction. 


ao oe: 


Truly the devil and the ambition of reigning blinded them and deprived them | 


of their senses. Hence it came to pass, through the just judgment of God, 
that they all were executioners of one another in turn: Baasha was the 
executioner of the sons of Jeroboam; Zambri was the executioner of the 
sons of Baasha ; and the executioner of Zambri was Omri.”—C. a LAPIDE. 
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(ver. 2), as though Baasha had exterminated Nadab and his 
house by divine command (Thenius). © simply means “ and 
also,” and is not to be connected specially with §¥7!'T3, but to 
be taken as belonging to the whole sentence: “also the word of 
Jehovah had come to Baasha through Jehu, .. . not only because 
of the evil, etc, but also (M1... °%) because he had slain him 
(Jeroboam).” With regard to this last reason, we must call to 
mind the remark made at ch. x1 39, viz. that the prediction of 
the prophet to Baasha gave him no right to put himself forward 
arbitrarily as the fulfiller of the prophecy. The very fact that 
Baasha continued Jeroboam’s sin and caused the illegal worship 
to be perpetuated, showed clearly enough that in exterminating 
the family of Jeroboam he did not act under divine direction, 
but simply pursued his own selfish ends. 


Vers. 8-14. THE REIGN or Etan.—As Baasha reigned from 
the third to the twenty-sixth year of Asa, 2.e. not quite twenty- 
four years, but only twenty-three years and a few months, so his 
son Elah reigned from the twenty-sixth to the twenty-seventh year 
of Asa, ze. not quite two years.—Vers. 9,10. Zimri, the com- 
mander of the half of his war-chariots, conspired against him, 
and not only slew him, when he was intoxicated (i3¥ Ant") at a 
drinking bout in the house of Arza, the prefect of his palace, 
but after ascending the throne exterminated the whole family of 
Baasha to the very last man. The prefect of the palace was no 
doubt a party to the conspiracy, and had probably arranged the 
drinking bout in his house for the purpose of carrying it out. 
“He did not leave him "73 (AWD (see at ch. xiv. 10), either his 
avengers (19Ni, blood-relations, who might have avenged his 
death) or his friends.” These words simply serve to explain 
pa Ave, and show that this phrase is to be understood as 
relating to males only.—Vers. 12, 13. “ According to the word 
of the Lord ;” see at vers. 1 sqq. mitton->3 ON, with regard to 
all, 7.c. on account of all the sins (compare ver. 7, where -Y 
is used). pNPIN3, through their nothingnesses, 2¢. their idols, 
by which the golden calves are meant. 


Vers. 15—22. THe REIGN oF ZimRi lasted only seven days. 
As soon as the people of war (0¥7), who were besieging Gib- 
bethon (see at ch. xv. 27), heard of his conspiracy, his usurpa- 
tion of the throne, and his murderous deeds, they proclaimed 
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Omri king in the camp of the military commanders, and he at 
once, with all Israel, ze. all the army, raised the siege of Gib- 
bethon, to lay siege to Thirza) Now when Zimri saw that the 
city was taken, he went into the castle of the royal palace and 
burned the king’s house over his own head, as Sardanapalus did, 
according to Justin (Hist. i. 3). fiov& does not mean harem 
(Ewald), but the high castle (from O°, to be high); here and 
in 2 Kings xv. 25, the citadel of the royal palace, which con- 
sisted of several buildings—-Ver. 19 is connected with nb” 
in ver. 18: “and so died for his sins,” 2¢. as a punishment 
for them—Vers. 21, 22. But Omri did not come into pos- 
session of an undisputed sovereignty immetately upon the 
death of Zimri. The nation divided itself into two halves; one 
half was behind 72bni, the son of Ginath (2.e. declared in favour 
of Tibni), to make him king, the other adhered to Omri. Never- 
theless Omri’s gained the upper hand over the party of Tibni, 
and the latter died, whereupon Omri became king after four 
years, as we may see from a comparison of vers. 15, 16 with 
ver. 23. The “people of Israel” (ver. 21) are probably the 
fighting people, so that the succession to the throne was decided 


Jer. xx. 7. According to Josephus (Anzé. viii. 12, 5), Tibni was 
slain by his opponent; but this is not contained in the words; 
on the contrary, all that is implied in the connection of nb‘ 
with 3) pin. is that he met with his death in the decisive en- 


o. 


gagement in which the opposing party triumphed. 


Vers. 23-28. THE REIGN oF OMRL—Ver. 23. Omri reigned 
twelve years, ze, 1f we compare vers. 15 and 23 with ver. 29, 
reckoning from his rebellion against Zimri; so that he only 
possessed the sole government for eight years (or, more exactly, 
seven years and a few months), viz. from the 31st to the 38th 
years of Asa, and the conflict with Tibni for the possession 
of the throne lasted about four years. “ At Thirza he reigned 
six years,” 7.e. during the four years of the conflict with Tibni, 
and after his death two years more.—Ver. 24. As soon as he 
had obtained undisputed possession of the throne, he purchased 
the hill Shomron (Samaria) from Shemer (Semer) for two talents of 
silver, about 5200 thalers (£780—TR.), built houses upon it, 
and named the town which he built after the former owner of 

P 
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the hill n>’, rendered by the LXX. Seunpev here, but every- 
where else Saydpera (Samaria), after the Chaldee form Moe 
(Ezra iv. 10,17). This city he made his seat (Residenz, place 
of residence, or capital), in which he resided for the last six years 
of his reign, and where he was buried after his death (ver. 28). 
Samaria continued to be the capital of the kingdom of the ten 
tribes from that time forward, and the residence of all succeed- 
ing kings of Israel until the destruction of this kingdom after 
its conquest by Salmanasar (2 Kings xviii 9,10). The city 
was two hours and a half to the north-west of Sichem, upon a 
mountain or hill in a mountain-hollow (Bergkessel, lit. moun- 
tain-caldron) or basin of about two hours in diameter, sur- 
rounded on all sides by still higher mountains. “The mountains 
and valleys round about are still for the most part arable, and 
are alive with numerous villages and diligent cultivation.” The 
mountain itself upon which Samaria stood is still cultivated to 
the very top, and about the middle of the slope is surrounded 
by a narrow terrace of level ground resembling a girdle. And 
even higher up there are marks of smaller terraces, where streets 
of the ancient city may possibly have run. After the captivity 
Samaria was retaken and demolished by John Hyrcanus, and 
lay in ruins till Gabinius the Roman governor rebuilt it (Joseph. 
Ant. xiii. 19, 2, 3, and xiv. 5, 3). Herod the Great afterwards 
decorated it in a marvellous manner, built a temple there to the 
emperor Augustus, and named the city after him YeSacry, te. 
Augusta, from which arose the present name Sebuste or Schustieh, 
borne by a village which is still standing on the ancient site : 
“a pitiable hamlet consisting of a few squalid houses, inhabited 
by a band of plunderers, notorious as thieves even among their 
lawless fellow-countrymen” (V. de Velde, i. p. 378).—But by 
the side of this there are magnificent ruins of an ancient Johan- 
nite church, with the reputed grave of John the Baptist and 
remains of limestone columns at the foot of the mountain (cf. 
Robinson, Pal. i. p. 136 sqq.; Van de Velde, Syria and Pal. 
iL p. 374 sqq.; and C. v. Raumer, Pal. pp. 159, 160).—Vers. 
25, 26. Omri also walked in the ways of Jeroboam, and acted 
worse than his predecessors upon the throne.—For vers. 26 and 
27, compare vers. 13 and 14. 
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2. From AHAB’S ASCENT OF THE THRONE TO THE DEATH OF 
JORAM OF ISRAEL AND AHAZIAH OF JUDAH. 


Cap. xvi. 29-2 Kinas x. 27. 


In this epoch, which embraces only thirty-four years, the 
history of the kings of Judah falls so far into the background 
behind the history of the kingdom of Israel, that it seems to 
form merely an appendix to it; and the history of the monarchy 
is so controlled by the description of the labours of the prophets, 
that it seems to be entirely absorbed in them. These pheno- 
mena have their foundation in the development of the two king- 
doms during this period. Through the alliance and affinity of 
Jehoshaphat with the idolatrous Ahab, the kingdom of Judah 
not only lost the greatest part of the blessing which the long 
and righteous reign of this pious king had brought, but it became 
so entangled in the political and religious confusion of the king- 
dom of Israel in consequence of the participation of Jehosha- 
phat in the wars between Israel and the Syrians, and other foes, 
and the inclination of Joram and Ahaziah to the worship of 
Baal, that its further development during this period was almost 
entirely dependent upon the history of Israel In the latter 
kingdom the prophets maintained a fierce conflict with the ido- 
latry introduced by Ahab and Jezebel, in which the worship of 
Baal did indeed eventually succumb, but the pure lawful wor- 
ship of Jehovah did not attain to full supremacy, so that this 
great spiritual conflict was no more followed by a permanent 
blessing to the kingdom as such, than the single victories of 
Ahab and Joram over the Syrians by outward peace and rest 
from its oppressors. To guard: against the spreading apostasy 
of the people from the living God through the exaltation of the 
worship of Baal into the ruling national religion in Israel, the 
Lord raised up the most powerful of all the prophets, Elijah 
the Tishbite, with his fiery zeal, who worked so mightily upon 
the formation of the spiritual life of the covenant nation and 
the fate of the kingdom, not only in his own person in the 
reigns of Ahab and Ahaziah (ch. xvii—2 Kings ii), but indi- 
rectly in the person of his successor Elisha under Joram (2 Kings 
iii—ix.), and also under the succeeding kings of Israel, that the 
labours of these prophets and their disciples form the central 
and culminating point of the Old Testament kingdom of God 
during the period in question. 
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CHAP. XVI. 29—34. THE REIGN OF AHAB OF ISRAEL. 


The ascent of the throne of Israel by Ahab (ver. 29) formed 
a turning-point for the worse, though, as a comparison of ver. 
30 with ver. 25 clearly shows, the way had already been pre- 
pared by his father Omri—Vers. 30, 31. Whereas the former 
kings of Israel had only perpetuated the sin of Jeroboam, ~.¢. the 
calf-worship, or worship of Jehovah under the image of an ox, 
which he had introduced, Ahab was not satisfied with this. 
in? Opa 4, “it came to pass, was it too little?” ze. because 
it was too little (cf. Ewald, § 362, a) to walk in the sins of 
Jeroboam, that he took as his wife Jezebel, the daughter of 
Ethbaal the king of the Sidonians, and served Baal, and wor- 
shipped him. 72% before 73", “ he went and served,” is a pic- 
torial description of what took place, to give greater prominence 
to the new turn of affairs. oyants (i.e. with Baal) is the Ec@wBaros 
(Oy3 IAN or IG0Raros: Jos. Ant. viii. 13, 1) mentioned by Menan- 
der in Josephus, c. Ap. i 18, who was king of Tyre and Sidon, and 
priest of Astarte, and who usurped the throne after the murder 
of his brother, king Pheles, and reigned thirty-two years. Jeze- 
bel (Cae, ae. probably without cohabitation, cf. Gen. xxx. 20,= 
untouched, chaste ; not a contraction of Danan, as Ewald, § 273, 6, 
supposes) was therefore, as tyrant and murderess of the prophets, 
a worthy daughter of her father, the idolatrous priest and regicide. 
Baal (always 5¥37 with the article, the Baal, i.e. Lord xa?’ éFoynv) 
was the principal male deity of the Phoenicians and Canaanites, 
and generally of the western Asiatics, called by the Babylonians 
$a — oy3 (Isa. xlvi. 1), ByjAos, and as the sun-god was worshipped 
as the supporter and first principle of psychical life and of the 
generative and reproductive power of nature (see at Judg. it 13). 
Ahab erected an altar to this deity 9y30 3, in the house (temple) 
of Baal, which he had built at Samaria. The worship of Baal 
had its principal seat in Tyre, where Hiram, the contemporary of 
David and Solomon, had built for it a splendid temple and placed 
a golden pillar (ypucotv xiova) therein, according to Dius and 
Menander, in Joseph. Ant. viii. 5, 3,and c..4p.i18. Ahab also 
erected a similar pillar (3%) to Baal in his temple at Samaria 
(vid. 2 Kings iii, 2, x. 27). For statues or images of Baal are 
not met with in the earlier times; and the O'2¥3 are not statues 
of Baal, but different modifications of that deity. It was only in 
the later temple of Baal or Hercules at Tyre that there was, as 
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Cicero observes (Verr. iv. 43), ex ere simulacrum ipsius Herculis, 
quo non facile quidquam dixerum me vidisse pulcrius.—Ver. 33. 
“And Ahab made Mwxiny, ze. the Asherah belonging to the 
temple of Baal” (see at J udg. vi. 25 and Ex. xxxiv. 13), an idol 
of Astarte (see at ch. xiv. 23), —Ver. 34. In his time Hizél the 
Bethelite (‘87 3; compare Ges. § 111, 1 with § 86, 2. 5) built 
Jericho: “he laid the foundation of it with Abiram his first- 
born, and set up its gates with Segub his youngest, according to 
the word of Jehovah,” etc. (for the explanation see the Comm. on 
Josh. vi. 26). The restoration of this city as a fortification, upon 
which Joshua had pronounced the curse, is mentioned as a proof 
how far ungodliness had progressed in Israel; whilst the fulfil- 
ment of the curse upon the builder shows how the Lord will not 
allow the word of His servants to be transgressed with impunity. 
Jericho, on the border of the tribe of Ephraim (Josh. xvi. 7), 
which was allotted to the Benjaminites (Josh. xviii. 21), had come 
into the possession of the kingdom of Israel on the falling away 
of the ten tribes from the royal house of David, and formed a 
border city of that kingdom, through the fortification of which 
Ahab hoped to secure to himself the passage across the Jordan. 


The prophets Elijah and Elisha. 


When Ahab, who was not satisfied with the sin of Jeroboam, 
had introduced the worship of Baal as the national religion in 
the kingdom of the ten tribes, and had not only built a temple 
to Baal in his capital and place of residence, but had also 
appointed a very numerous priesthood to maintain the worship 
(see ch. xviii. 19) ; and when his godless wife Jezebel was perse- 
cuting the prophets of Jehovah, for the purpose of exterminat- 
ing the worship of the true God: the Lord God raised up the 
most powerful of all the prophets, namely Elijah the Tishbite, 
who by his deeds attested his name MON or TON, ze. whose God 
is Jehovah. For however many prophets of Jehovah arose in 
the kingdom of the ten tribes from its very commencement and 
bore witness against the sin of Jeroboam in the power of the 
Spirit of God, and threatened the kings with the extermination 
of their house on account of this sin, no other prophet, either 
before or afterwards, strove and worked in the idolatrous king- 
dom for the honour of the Lord of Sabaoth with anything like 
the same mighty power of God as the prophet Elijah. And 
there was no other prophet whom the Lord so gloriously acknow- 
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ledged by signs and wonders as Elijah, although He fulfilled the 
words of all His servants by executing the judgments with 
which they had threatened the rebellious, and whenever it was 
necessary accredited them as His messengers by miraculous signs. 
—Although, in accordance with the plan of our books, which was 
to depict the leading features in the historical development of 
the kingdom, all that is related in detail of the life and labours 
of Elijah is the miracles which he performed in his conflict with 
the worshippers of Baal, and the miraculous display of the omni- 
potence and grace of God which he experienced therein ; yet 
we may see very clearly that these formed but one side of his 
prophetic labours from the passing notices of the schools of the 
prophets, which he visited once more before his departure from 
the earth (2 Kings iL); from which it is obvious that this other 
side of his ministry, which was more hidden from the world, 
was not less important than his public ministry before the kings 
and magnates of the land. For these societies of “sons of the 
prophets,” which we meet with at Gilgal, Bethel, and Jencho 
(2 Kings i. 3, 5, iv. 38), had no doubt been called into exist- 
ence by Elijah, by associating together those whose souls were 
fitted to receive the Spirit of God for mutual improvement in the 
knowledge and fear of Jehovah, in order to raise up witnesses to 
the truth and combatants for the cause of the Lord, and through 
these societies to provide the godly, who would not bow the knee 
before Baal, with some compensation for the loss of the Levitical 
priesthood and the want of the temple-worship. Compare the 
remarks on the schools of the prophets at 1 Sam. xix. 24,—The 
more mightily idolatry raised its head in the kingdom of Israel, 
the more powerfully did the Lord show to His people that He, 
Jehovah, and not Baal, was God and Lord in Israel In the 
prophet Elijah there were combined in a marvellous manner a 
life of solitude spent in secret and contemplative intercourse with 
God, and an extraordinary power for action, which would suddenly 
burst forth, and by which he acted as a personal representative 
of God (see at ch. xvii 1). In his person the spirit of Moses 
revived ; he was the restorer of the kingdom of God in Israel, of 
which Moses was the founder. His life recalls that of Moses in 
many of its features: namely, his flight into the desert, the ap- 
pearance of the Lord to him at Horeb, and the marvellous ter- 
mination of his life. Moses and Elijah are the Coryphsi of the 
Old Testament, in whose life and labours the nature and glory 
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of this covenant are reflected. As the thunder and lightning 
and the blast of trumpets and the smoking mountain bare witness 
to the devouring fire of the holiness of the God who had come 
down upon Sinai to give effect to the promises He had made to 
the fathers, and to make the children of Israel the people of His 
possession ; so does the fiery zeal of the law come out so power- 
fully in Moses and Elijah, that their words strike the ungodly 
like lightning and flames of fire, to avenge the honour of the 
Lord of Sabaoth and maintain His covenant of grace in Israel. 
Moses as lawgiver, and Elijah as prophet, are, as Ziegler has well 
said (p. 206), the two historical anticipations of those two future 
witnesses, which are “ the two olive-trees and two torches stand- 
ing before the God of the earth. And if any one will hurt them, 
fire proceedeth out of their mouth and devoureth their enemies ; 
and if any man will hurt them, he must therefore be slain. These 
have power to shut heaven, that it rain not in the days of their 
prophecy, and have power over waters to turn them into blood, 
and to smite the earth with all kinds of plagues, as often as they 
will” (Rev. xi. 4 sqq.). Elijah was called to this office of witness 
to turn the heart of the fathers to the sons, and of the sons to 
their fathers (Mal. iii. 24), so that in his ministry the prophecy 
of the future of the kingdom of God falls quite into the back- 
ground. Nevertheless he was not only a forerunner but also a 
type of the Prophet promised by Moses, who was to fulfil both 
law and prophets (Matt. v. 17); and therefore he appeared as the 
representative of prophecy, along with Moses the representative 
of the law, upon the mount of the Transfiguration, to talk with 
Christ of the decease which He was to accomplish at Jerusalem 
(Luke ix. 31; Matt. xvii. 3)—To continue his work, Elijah, by 
command of God, called ZHlisha the son of Shaphat, of Abel- 
Meholah, who during the whole of his prophetic course carried 
on with power the restoration of the law in the kingdom of Israel, 
which his master had begun, by conducting schools of the pro- 
phets and acting as the counsellor of kings, and proved himself 
by many signs and wonders to be the heir of a double portion of 
the gifts of Elijah. 

Modern theology, which has its roots in naturalism, has 
taken offence at the many miracles occurring in the history of 
these two prophets, but it has overlooked the fact that these 
miracles were regulated by the extraordinary circumstances 
under which Elijah and Elisha worked. Ata time when the 
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sovereignty of the living God in Israel was not only called in 
question, but was to be destroyed by the worship of Baal, it was 
necessary that Jehovah as the covenant God should interpose 
in a supernatural manner, and declare His eternal Godhead 
in extraordinary miracles. In the kingdom of the ten tribes 
there were no priestly or Levitical duties performed, nor was 
there the regular worship of God in a temple sanctified by 
Jehovah Himself; whilst the whole order of life prescribed in 
the law was undermined by unrighteousness and ungodliness. 
But with all this, the kingdom was not yet ripe for the judg- 
ment of rejection, because there were still seven thousand in 
the land who had not bowed their knee before Baal. For the 
sake of these righteous men, the Lord had still patience with 
the sinful kingdom, and sent it prophets to call the rebellious 
to repentance. If, then, under the circumstances mentioned, 
the prophets were to fulfil the purpose of their mission and 
carry on the conflict against the priests of Baal with success, 
they needed a much greater support on the part of God, through 
the medium of miracles, than the prophets in the kingdom of 
Judah, who had powerful and venerable supports in the Levi- 
tical priesthood and the lawful worship.’ It is only when we 
overlook the object of these miracles, therefore, that they can 
possibly appear strange. “If,” as Kurtz has said,’ “we take 
the history of our prophet as one living organic link in the 
whole of the grand chain of the marvellous works of God, which 
stretches from Sinai to Golgotha and the Mount of Olives, and 
bear in mind the peculiarity of the position and circumstances 
of Elijah, the occurrence of a miracle in itself, and even the 
accumulation of them and their supposed externality, will 


1 “« Where the temple was wanting, and image-worship took its place, and 
the priesthood was an unlawful caste, it was only by extraordinary methods 
that the spreading evil could bemet. The illegitimacy, which was represented 
here by the monarchy and priesthood, was opposed by the prophetic order as 
the representative of the law, and therefore also as a peculiarly constituted 
and strong body divided up into societies of considerable scope, and having 
a firm organization. And this prophetic order, as the only accredited repre- 
sentative of the law, also took the place of the law, and was therefore en- 
dowed with the power and majesty of the law which had been manifested in 
wonders and signs. Not only was the spirit of Moses inherited by Elijah and 
others, but his miraculous power also." —HAEVERNICK, Einl. in d. A. Test. ii- 1, 
pp. 166, 167. Compare Hengstenberg, Dissertation, vol. i. p. 186 sqq. 

2 Herzog’s Cyclopxdia, Art. Elijah. 
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appear to us in a very different light.—Without miracle, with- 
out very striking, ze, external miracles, their ministry would 
have been without basis, without a starting-point, and without 
hold.”——The miracles are still more numerous in the history of 
Elisha, and to some extent bear such a resemblance to those of 
Elijah, that the attempt has been made to set them down as 
merely legendary imitations of the latter; but considered as a 
whole, they are more of a helpful and healing nature, whereas 
those of Elijah are for the most part manifestations of judicial 
and punitive wrath. The agreement and the difference may 
both be explained from Elisha’s position in relation to Elijah 
and his time. By the performance of similar and equal 
miracles (such as the division of the Jordan, 2 Kings ii. 8 and 
14; the increase of the oil, 2 Kings iv. 3 sqq. compared with 
1 Kings xvii. 14 sqq.; the raising of the dead, 2 Kings iv. 34 
sqq. compared with 1 Kings xvii. 19 sqq.) Elisha proved him- 
self to be the divinely-appointed successor of Elijah, who was 
calrying forward his master’s work (just as Joshua by the 
drying up of the Jordan proved himself to be the continuer of 
the work of Moses), and as such performed more miracles, so 
far as number is concerned, than even his master had done, 
though he was far inferior to him in spiritual power. But 
the difference does not prevail throughout. For whilst the 
helpful and healing side of Elijah’s miraculous power is dis- 
played in his relation to the widow at Zarephath; the judicial 
and punitive side of that of Elisha comes out in the case of the 
mocking boys at Bethel, of Gehazi, and of Joram’s knight. But 
the predominance of strict judicial sternness in the case of Elijah, 
and of sparing and helpful mildness in that of Elisha, is to be 
accounted for not so much from any difference in the personality 
of the two, as from the altered circumstances. Elijah, with his 
fiery zeal, had broken the power of the Baal-worship, and had 
so far secured an acknowledgment of the authority of Jehovah 
over His people that Joram and the succeeding kings gave heed 
to the words of the prophets of the Lord; so that Elisha had for 
the most part only to cherish and further the conversion of the 
people to their God, for which Elijah had prepared the way. 


CHAP. XVII. FIRST APPEARANCE OF ELIJAH. 


The prophet Elijah predicts to Ahab, as a punishment for his 
idolatry, the coming of a drought and famine, During their con- 
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tinuance he is miraculously preserved by God, first of all at the 
brook Cherith, and then at the house of a widow at Zarephath 
(vers. 1-16), whose deceased son he calls to life again (vers. 
17-24). 

Ver. 1. Elijah the Tishbite ts introduced without the for- 
mula “ The word of the Lord came to...,” with which the ap- 
pearance of the prophets is generally announced, proclaiming 
to king Ahab in the name of the Lord the punitive miracle of 
a drought that will last for years. This abrupt appearance of 
Elijah cannot be satisfactorily explained from the fact that we 
have not the real commencement of his history here ; it is rather 
a part of the character of this mightiest of all the prophets, and 
indicates that in him the divine power of the Spirit appeared as 
it were personified, and his life and acts were the direct effluence 
of the higher power by which he was impelled. His origin is 
also uncertain. The epithet ‘27 is generally derived from-a 
place called Zishbeh, since, according to Tobit i. 2, there existed 
in Upper Galilee a Oiofy ex SeFtav Kudiws, “ on the right, 1.¢. 
to the south of Kydtos,” probably Kedesh in the tribe of Naphtali, 
from which the elder Tobias was carried away captive, although 
this description of the plaee is omitted in the Hebrew version 
of the book of Tobit issued by Fagius and Miinster, and in the 
Vulgate. And to this we must adhere, and as no other Thisbe 
occurs, must accept this Galilean town as the birthplace of 
Elijah ; in which case the expression “ of the settlers of Gilead ” 
indicates that Elijah did not live in his birthplace, but dwelt as 
a foreigner in Gilead. For 2¥F in itself by no means denotes 
a, non-Israelite, but, like 13, simply one who lived away from his 
home and tribe relations in the territory of a different tribe, 
without having been enrolled as a member of it, as is clearly 
shown by Lev. xxv. 40, and still more clearly by Judg. xvii. 7, 
where a Levite who was born in Bethlehem is described as 3 in 
the tribe of Ephraim The expression “as truly as Jehovah 

1 The supposition of Seb. Schmidt, with which I formerly agreed, namely, 
that Elijah was a foreigner, a Gentile by birth, after further examination I 
can no longer uphold, though not from the @ priori objection raised against 
it by Kurtz (in Herzog’s Cyci.), namely, that it would show a complete mis- 
apprehension of the significance of Israel in relation to sacred history and the 
history of the world, and that neither at this nor any other time in the Old 
Testament history could a prophet for Israel be called from among the Gen- 


tiles,—an assertion of which it would bedifficult to find any proof,—but because 
we are not forced to this conclusion by either ‘svn or p21 ‘avinp. For 
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the God of Israel liveth, before whom I stand (.e. whom I serve; 
see at ch. 1 2), there shall not fall dew and rain these years, 
except at my word,’ was a special application of the threats of 
the law in Deut. xi 16, 17, xxviii. 23, 24, and Lev. xxvi. 
19, to the idolatrous kingdom. npyn Dvn, “these (ensuing) 
years,” does not fix any definite terminus. In "37 ‘B? there is 
involved an emphatic antithesis to others, and more especially 
to the prophets of Baal. “ When I shall say this by divine 
authority and might, let others prate and lie as they may please ” 
(Berleb. Bibel). Elijah thereby describes himself as one into 
whose power the God of Israel has given up the idolatrous 
king and his people. In Jas. v. 17, 18, this act of Elijah is 


even if the Thisbeh in Tob. i. 2 should not be Elijah’s birthplace, it would not 
follow that there was no other place named Thisbeh in existence. How many 
places in Canaan are there that are never mentioned in the Old Testament! 
And such cases as that described in Judg. vii. 7, where the Levite is said to 
have left his birthplace and to have lived in another tribe as a foreigner or 
settler, may not have been of rare occurrence, since the Mosaic law itself 
refers to it in Lev. xxv. 41.—Again, the LXX. were unable to explain ‘AWAD 
“tps, and have paraphrased these wards in an arbitrary manner by é ix Q:sSiy 
vzs Taraad, from which Thenius and Ewald conjecture that there was a 
Thisbeh in Gilead, and that it was probably the Tisieh (41s) mentioned 
by Robinson (Pal. iii. 153) to the south of Busra=Bostra. The five argu- 
ments by which Kurtz has attempted to establish the probability of this con- 
jectare are very weak. For (1) the defective writing ‘QUAD by no means 
proves that the word which is written plene (2pm) in every other case must 
necessarily have been so written in the stat. constr. plur.; and this is the only 
passage in the whole of the Old Testament in which it occurs in the séat. 
constr. plur. ;—(2) the precise description of the place given in Tobit i. 2 does 
not at all lead ‘“‘ to the assumption that the Galilean Thisbeh was not the 
only place of that name,” but may be fully explained from the fact that 
Thisbeh was a small and insignificant place, the situation of which is defined 
by a reference to a larger town and one better known ;—(3) there is no doubt 
that ‘‘ Gilead very frequently denotes the whole of the country to the east of 
the Jordan,” but this does not in the least degree prove that there was a Thisbeh 
in the country to the east of the Jordan ;—(4) ‘‘that the distinction and dif- 
ference between a birthplace and a place of abode are improbable in themselves, 
and not to be expected in this connection,” is a perfectly unfounded assump- 
tion, and has first of all to be proved ;—(5) the Tisieh mentioned by Robinson 
cannot be taken into consideration, for the simple reason that the assumption 


of a copyist’s error, the confusion of » with » (Tisieh instead of Thisbeh), 
founders on the long i of the first syllable in Tisiekh ; moreover the Arabic 
L corresponds to the Hebrew » and not to n. 
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ascribed to the power of his prayers, since Elijah “ was also a 
man such as we are,’ inasmuch as the prophets received their 
power to work solely through faith and intercourse with God in 
prayer, and faith gives power to remove mountains. 

Vers, 2-9. After the announcement of this judgment, Elijah 
had to hide himself, by the command of God, until the period of 
punishment came to an end, not so much that he might be safe 
from the wrath and pursuit of Ahab and Jezebel, as to preclude 
all earnest entreaties to remove the punishment. “For inasmuch 
as the prophet had said that the rain would come at his word, 
how would they have urged him to order it to come!” (Seb. 
Schm.) He was to turn 107?P, eastward, ze. from Samaria, where 
he had no doubt proclaimed the divine judgment to Ahab, to the 
Jordan, and to hide himself at the brook Cherith, which is in 
front of the Jordan. The brook Cherith was in any case a brook 
emptying itself into the Jordan; but whether upon the eastern or 
the western side of that river, the ambiguity of ‘28°°Y, which means 
both “ to the east of” (Gen. xxv. 18) and also “ in the face of,” 
ae. before or towards (Gen. xvi. 12, xviii. 16), it is impossible to 
determine with certainty. That it must signify “to the east of 
the Jordan” here, does not follow from 1? with anything like 
the certainty that Thenius supposes. An ancient tradition places 
the Cherith on this side of the Jordan, and identifies it with the 
spring Phasaelis, which takes its rise in the slope of the mountains 
into the Jordan valley above the city of Phasaclis, and empties 
itself into the Jordan (cf. Ges. thes. p. 719, and V. de Velde, Reise, 
ii. pp. 273-4); whereas Eusebius, in the Onom. s.v. Chorat (Xoppa), 
places it on the other side of the Jordan, and Thenius thinks of 
the apparently deep Wady Aajib or Ajlun. All that can be 
affirmed with certainty is, that neither the brook Kanah (Josh. 
xvi. 8, xvil. 9), which flows into the Mediterranean, nor the Wady 
Kelt near Jericho, which Robinson (Pal. ii p. 288) suggests, can 
possibly come into consideration : the latter for the simple reason, 
that the locality in the neighbourhood of Jericho was unsuitable 
for a hiding-place. Elijah was to drink of this brook, and the 
ravens by divine command were to provide him with bread and 
meat, which they brought him, according to ver. 6, both morning 
and evening. It is now generally admitted that D°3:Y9 does not 
mean either Arabs or Orebites (the inhabitants of an imaginary 
city named Oreb), but ravens. Through this miracle, which un- 
believers reject, because they do not acknowledge a living God, by 
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whom, as the Creator and Lord of all creatures, even the voracious 
ravens are made subservient to His plans of salvation, Elijah was 
not only cut off from intercourse with men, who might have 
betrayed his place of abode to the king, but was mightily 
strengthened himself, through the confidence inspired in the 
almighty assistance of his God, for his approaching contests with 
the worshippers of idols, and for the privations and sufferings 
which awaited him in the fulfilment of his vocation—Vers. 7-9. 
After some time this brook dried up for want of rain. Then the 
Lord directed His servant to go to the Sidonian Zarephath, and to 
live with a widow whom He had commanded to provide for him. 
O°D' 72D does not mean post annum, for O°D* merely derives this 
meaning in certain passages from the context (cf Lev. xxv. 29; 
1 Sam. xxvii. 7 ; Judg. xvii. 10) ; whereas in this instance the con- 
text does not point to the space of a year, but to a longer period 
of indefinite duration, all that we know being that, according to 
ch. xviii. 1, the sojourn of Elijah at Cherith and Zarephath lasted 
at least two years. Zarephath (Rapérra, LXX.) was situated on 
the Mediterranean Sea between Tyre and Sidon, where a mise- 
rable Mohammedan village with ruins and a promontory, Sura- 
Send, still preserve the name of the former town (Rob. iii. p. 413 
sqq., and V. de Velde, Syria and Palestine, i. pp. 101-3, transl). 

Vers. 10—16. When Elijah arrived at the city gate, he met a 
widow engaged in gathering wood. To discover whether it was 
to her that the Lord had sent him, he asked her for something 
to drink and for a morsel of bread to eat; whereupon she assured 
him, with an oath by Jehovah, that she had nothing baked 
(x19 = ay, éyxpudias, a cake baked in hot ashes), but only a 
handful of meal in the 73 (a pail or small vessel in which meal 
was kept) and a little oil in the pitcher, and that she was just 
gathering wood to dress this remnant for herself and her son, 
that they might eat it, and then die. From this statement of 
the widow it is evident, on the one hand, that the drought and 
famine had spread across the Phenician frontier, as indeed 
Menander of Ephesus attests;' on the other hand, the widow 
showed by the oath, “as Jehovah thy God liveth,” that she was 
a worshipper of the true God, who spoke of Jehovah as his God, 


1 Josephus gives this statement from his Phoenician history: a&Spoxic ve sx” 
eevrov (sc. "IdoBarcv) syivero axe rov ‘Lrepfepstetiou penvos fag rou tpxopsyor 
frous ‘LxepBepsraiov (Ant. viii. 18,2). Hyperbcreteus answers te Tishri of the 
Hebrews ; cf. Benfey and Stern, die Monatisnamen, p. 18. 


238 THE FIRST BOOK OF KINGS. 


because she recognised the prophet as an Israelita—Vers. 13 
sqq. In order, however, to determine with indisputable certainty 
whether this believing Gentile was the protectress assigned him 
by the Lord, Elijah comforted her, and at the same time desired 
her first of all to bake him a little cake DW, ic. of the last of the 
meal in the Kad and of the oil in the pitcher, and then to bake 
for herself and her son, adding this promise: Jehovah the God 
of Israel will not let the meal in the Kad and the oil in the 
pitcher fail, till He sends rain upon the earth again. And the 
widow did according to his word. She gave up the certain for 
the uncertain, because she trusted the word of the Lord, and 
received the reward of her believing confidence in the fact that 
during the whole time of the drought she suffered from no want 
of either meal or oil. This act of the pious Gentile woman, who 
had welcomed with a simple heart the knowledge of the true 
God that had reached her from Israel, must have been the source 
of strong consolation to Elijah in the hour of conflict, when his 
faith was trembling because of the multitude of idolaters in 
Israel. If the Lord Himself had raised up true worshippers of 
His name among the Gentiles, his work in Israel could not 
be put to shame. The believing widow, however, received from 
the prophet not only a material blessing, but a spiritual blessing 
also. or, as Christ tells His unbelieving contemporaries to 
their shame (Luke iv. 25, 26), Elijah was not sent to this widow 
in order that he might be safely hidden at her house, although 
this object was better attained thereby than by his remaining 
longer in Israel; but because of her faith, namely, to strengthen — 
and to increase it, he was sent to her, and not to one of the 
many widows in Israel, many of whom would also have received 
the prophet if they had been rescued by him from the pressure 
of the famine. And the miraculous increase of the meal and oil 
‘did not merely subserve the purpose of keeping the prophet and 
the widow alive; but the relief of her bodily need was also 
meant to be a preparatory means of quieting her spiritual need 
as well. On the Chethib IFN, see at ch. vi 19. In ver. 15 the 
Keri 77 XJ is an unnecessary emendation of the Chethib 
NN Ni; the feminine form 22NF1 is occasioned primarily by the 
preceding verbs, and may be taken as an indefinite neuter: “and 
there ate he and she.” The offence which Thenius has taken at 
b'D’ (days) has no foundation, if we do not understand the seD- 
tence as referring merely to their eating once of the bread just 
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baked, but take it generally as signifying that in consequence of 
their acting according to the word of Jehovah, they (Elijah, the 
widow, and her family) ate for days, te. until God sent rain 
again (ver. 14). 

ait 17-24. The widow's deceased son raised to life again. 
—Ver. 17. After these events, when Elijah had taken up his 
abode in the upper room of her house, her son fell sick, so that 
he breathed out his life. 3) 78 7Y, literally till no breath re- 
Inazined in him. That these words do not signify merely a 
death-like torpor, but an actual decease, is evident from what 
follows, where Elijah himself treats the boy as dead, and the 
Lord, in answer to his prayer, restores him to life again.—Ver. 
18. The pious woman discerned in this death a punishment 
from God for her sin, and supposed that it had been drawn to- 
wards her by the presence of the man of God, so that she said 
to Elijah, “What have we to do with one another (441 bn; cf, 
Judg. xi. 12; 2 Sam xvi 10), thou man of God? Hast thou 
come to me to bring my sin to remembrance (with God), and 
to kill my son?” In this half-heathenish belief there spoke at 
the same time a mind susceptible to divine truth and conscious 
of its sin, to which the Lord could not refuse His aid. Like 
the blindness in the case of the man born blind mentioned 
in John ix., the death of this widow’s son was not sent asa 
punishment for particular sins, but was intended as a medium 
for the manifestation of the works of God in her (John ix. 3), 
in order that she might learn that the Lord was not merely the 
God of the Jews, but the God of the Gentiles also (Rom. iii. 29). 
—Vers. 19, 20. Elijah told her to carry the dead child up to 
the chamber in which he lived and lay it upon his bed, and 
then cried to the Lord, “Jehovah, my God! hast Thou also 
brought evil upon the widow with whom I sojourn, to slay her 
son?” These words, in which the word also refers to the other 
calamities occasioned by the drought, contain no reproach of 
God, but are expressive of the heartiest compassion for the 
suffering of his benefactress and the deepest lamentation, which, 
springing from living faith, pours out the whole heart before 
God in the hour of distress, that it may appeal to Him the 
more powerfully for His aid. The meaning is, “ Thou, O Lord 
my God, according to Thy grace and righteousness, canst not 
possibly leave the son of this widow in death.” Such confident 
belief carries within itself the certainty of. being heard. The 
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prophet therefore proceeds at once to action, to restore the boy 
to life—Ver. 21. He stretched himself (1707) three times upon 
him, not to ascertain whether there was still any life left in 
him, as Paul did in Acts xx. 10, nor to warm the body of the 
child and set its blood in circulation, as Elisha did with a dead 
child (2 Kings iv. 34),—-for the action of Elisha is described in 
a different manner, and the youth mentioned in Acts xx. 10 was 
only apparently dead,—but to bring down the vivifying power 
of God upon the dead body, and thereby support his own word 
and prayer.' He then cried to the Lord, “ Jehovah, my God, I 
pray Thee let the soul of this boy return within it.” ‘39p>y, 
inasmuch as the soul as the vital principle springs from above. 
— Vers. 22, 23. The Lord heard this prayer: the boy came to 
life again ; whereupon Elijah gave him back to his mother.— 
Ver. 24. Through this miracle, in which Elijah showed himself 
as the forerunner of Him who raiseth all the dead to life, the 
pious Gentile woman was mightily strengthened in her faith in 
the God of Israel. She now not only recognised Elijah as a man 
of God, as in ver. 18, but perceived that the word of Jehovah in 
his mouth was truth, by which she confessed ¢mplicite her faith 
in the God of Israel as the true God. 


CHAP. XVIII. ELIJAHS MEETING WITH AHAB, AND VICTORY OVER 
THE PROPHETS OF BAAL. 


As the judgment of drought and famine did not bring king 
Ahab to his senses and lead him to turn from his ungodly 
ways, but only filled him with exasperation towards the pro- 
phet who had announced to him the coming judgment; there 
was no other course left than to lay before the people with 
mighty and convincing force the proof that Jehovah was the 
only true: God, and to execute judgment upon the priests of 
Baal as the seducers of the nation. 

Vers. 1-19. Eluyah's meeting with Ahab.—Vers. 1 and 2a. 
In the third year of his sojourn at Zarephath the word of the 
Lord came to Elijah to show himself to Ahab; since God was 
about to send rain upon the land again. The time given, “the 
third year,’ is not to be reckoned, as the Rabbins, Clericus, 

1 “¢ This was done, that the prophet’s body might be the instrument of the 


miracle, just as in other cases of miracle there was an imposition of the hand.” 
—SEB. ScuMIDT. 
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Thenius, and others assume, from the commencement of the 
drought, but from the- event last mentioned, namely, the so- 
journ of Elijah at Zarephath. This view merits the preference 
as the simplest and most natural one, and is shown to be 
the oldest by Luke iv. 25 and Jas. v. 17, where Christ and 
James both say, that in the time of Ahab it did not rain for 
three years and six months. And this length of time can only 
be obtained by allowing more than two years for Elijah’s stay 
at Zarephath——From ver. 2b to ver. 6 we have parenthetical 
remarks introduced, to explain the circumstances which led to 
Elijah’s meeting with Ahab. The verbs 87%, ‘3%, ION", and 
apommM (vers. 3, 4, 5, 6) carry on the circumstantial clauses: 
“ and the famine was...” (ver. 20), and “ Obadiah feared...” 
(ver. 30), and are therefore to be expressed by the pluperfect. 
When the famine had become very severe in Samaria (the 
capital), Ahab, with Obadiah the governor of his castle (UX 
man by see at ch. iv. 6), who was a God-fearing man, and on 
the persecution of the prophets of Jehovah by Jezebel had 
hidden a hundred prophets in caves and supplied them with 
food, had arranged for an expedition through the whole land to 
seek for hay for his horses and mules. And for this purpose 
they had divided the land between them, so that the one explored 
one district and the other another. We see from ver. 4 that 
Jezebel had resolved upon exterminating the worship of Jeho- 
vah, and sought to carry out this intention by destroying the 
prophets of the true God. The hundred prophets whom QOba- 
diah concealed were probably for the most part pupils (“ sons” 
of the prophets. x O'WON must signify, according to the con- 
text and also according to ver. 13, “ fifty each,” so that o’won 
must have fallen out through a copyist’s error. 7) N32 Ni, 
that we may not be obliged to kill (a portion) of the cattle (j> 
partitive). The Kert 7107339 is no doubt actually correct, but 
it is not absolutely necessary, as the Chethib NON3 2 may be 
taken as an indefinite phrase: “any head of cattle.”—Vers. 
7, 8. Elijah met Obadiah on this expedition, and told him to 
announce his coming to the king.—Vers. 9 sqq. Obadiah was 
afraid that the execution of this command might cost him his 
life, inasmuch as Ahab had sent in search of Elijah “to every 
kinedom and every nation,’—a hyperbole suggested by inward 
excitement and fear. [X30DN) is to be connected with what 
follows in spite of the accents: “and if they said he is not 
Q 
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here, he took an oath,” etc.— Vers. 12, 13. “ And if it comes to 
pass (that) I go away from thee, and the Spirit of Jehovah carries 
thee away whither I know not, and I come to tell Ahab (sc. that 
thou art here) and he findeth thee not, he will slay me, and thy 
servant feareth the Lord from his youth,” ete. ; ze. since I asa 
God-fearing man and a protector of the prophets cannot boast 
of any special favour from Ahab. “30, from my youth up: 
“thy servant” being equivalent to “I myself.” From the fear 
expressed by Obadiah that the Spirit of Jehovah might suddenly 
carry the prophet to some unknown place, Seb. Schmidt and 
others have inferred that in the earlier history of Elijah there 
had occurred some cases of this kind of sudden transportation, 
though they have not been handed down; but the anxiety ex- 
pressed by Obadiah might very well have sprung from the fact, 
that after Elijah had announced the coming drought to Ahab, 
he disappeared, and, notwithstanding all the inquiries instituted 
by the king, was nowhere to be found. And since he was not 
carried off miraculously then (compare the 72 and 129, “get 
thee hence ” and “ he went,” in ch. xvii. 3, 5), there is all the 
less ground for imagining cases of this kind in the intermediate 
time, when he was hidden from his enemies. The subsequent 
translation of Elijah to heaven (2 Kings 1. 11, 12), and the 
miraculous carrying away of Philip from the chamberlain of 
Mauritania (Acts vil. 39), do not warrant any such assumption ; 
and still less the passage which Clericus quotes from Ezekiel 
(iii, 12, 14), because the carrying of Ezekiel through the air, 
which is mentioned here, only happened in vision and not in 
external reality. If Obadiah had known of any actual occur- 
rence of this kind, he would certainly have stated it more 
clearly as a more striking vindication of his fear—Vers. 15-19. 
But when Elijah assured him with an oath (Mixay mim, see at 
1 Sam.i 3) that he would show himself to Ahab that day, 
Obadiah went to announce it to the king; whereupon Ahab 
went to meet the prophet, and sought to overawe him with the 
imperious words, “ Art thou here, thou troubler of Israel ?” (3¥, 
see at Gen. xxxiv. 30). But Elijah threw back this charge: 
“Tt is not I who have brought Israel into trouble, but thou 
and thy family, in that ye have forsaken the commandments 
of Jehovah, and thou goest after Baalim.” He then called upon 
the king to gather together all Israel to him upon Carmel, to- 
gether with the 450 prophets of Baal and the 400 prophets of 
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Asherah, who ate of Jezebel’s table, z.e. who were maintained by 
the queen. 

CARMEL, a mountain ridge “ with many peaks, intersected 
by hundreds of larger and smaller ravines,” which stands out as 
@ promontory running in a north-westerly direction into the 
Mediterranean (see at Josh. xix. 26), and some of the loftiest 
peaks of which rise to the height of 1800 feet above the level 
of the sea, when seen from the northern or outer side shows 
only “ bald, monotonous rocky ridges, scantily covered with 
short and thorny bushes ;” but in the interior it still preserves 
its ancient glory, which has procured for it the name of “ fruit- 
field,” the valleys being covered with the most beautiful flowers 
of every description, and the heights adorned with myrtles, 
laurels, oaks, and firs (cf. V. de Velde, &. i p. 292 sqq.). At 
the north-western extremity of the mountain there is a cele- 
brated Carmelite monastery, dedicated to Elijah, whom tradition 
represents as having lived in a grotto under the monastery ; 
but we are certainly not to look there for the scene of the con- 
test with the priests of Baal described in the verses which 
follow. The scene of Elijah’s sacrifice is rather to be sought 
for on one of the south-eastern heights of Carmel; and Van de 
Velde (G. p. 320 sqq.) has pointed it out with great probability 
in the ruins of el Mohraka, 1¢. “the burned place,” “a rocky 
level space of no great circumference, and covered with old 
gnarled trees with a dense entangled undergrowth of bushes.” 
For “one can scarcely imagine a spot better adapted for the 
thousands of Israel to have stood drawn up on than the gentle 
slopes. The rock shoots up in an almost perpendicular wall of 
more than 200 feet in height on the side of the vale of Esdrae- 
lon. On this side, therefore, there was no room for the gazing 
multitude ; but, on the other hand, this wall made it visible 
over the whole plain, and from all the surrounding heights, so 
that even those left behind, who had not ascended Carmel, 
would still have been able to witness at no great distance the 
fire from heaven that descended upon the altar.”——“ There is not 
& more conspicuous spot. on all Carmel than the abrupt rocky 
height of el Mohraka, shooting up so suddenly on the east.” 
Moreover, the soil was thoroughly adapted for the erection of 
the altar described in vers. 31 and 32: “it showed a rocky 
surface, with a sufficiency of large fragments of rock lying all 
around, and, besides, well fitted for the rapid digging of a trench.” 
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There is also water in the neighbourhood, as is assumed in 
ver. 34. “Nowhere does the Kishon run so close to Mount 
Carmel as just beneath el Mohraka,” which is “ 1635 feet 
above the sea, and perhaps 1000 feet above the Kishon. This 
height can be gone up and down in the short time allowed by 
the Scripture (vers. 40—44).” But it was possible to find water 
even nearer than this, to pour upon the burnt-offering in the 
manner described in vers. 34,35. Close by the steep rocky 
wall of the height, just where you can descend to the Kishon 
through a steep ravine, you find, “ 250 feet it might be beneath 
the altar plateau, a vaulted and very abundant fountain built 
in the form of a tank, with a few steps leading down into it, 
just as one finds elsewhere in the old wells or springs of the 
Jewish times.”——“ From such 2 fountain alone could Elijah 
have procured so much water at that time. And as for the 
distance between this spring and the supposed site of the 
altar, it was every way possible for men to go thrice thither 
and back again to obtain the necessary supply.” Lastly, 
el Mohraka is so situated, that the circumstances mentioned 
in vers. 42-44 also perfectly coincide (Van de Velde, pp. 
322-325). 

Vers. 20-46. Hlijah’s contest with the prophets of Baal.— 
Ahab sent through all Israel and gathered the prophets (of Baal) 
together upon Mount Carmel. According to vers. 21, 22, and 
39, a number of the people (“all the people”) had also come 
with them. On the other hand, not only is there no .further 
reference in what follows to the 400 prophets of Asherah (cf. 
vers. 25 and 40), but in ver. 22 it is very obvious that the 
presence of the 450 prophets of Baal alone is supposed. We 
must therefore assume that the Asherah prophets, forebodin g 
nothing good, had found a way of evading the command of 
Ahab and securing the protection of J ezebel King Ahab also 
appeared upon Carmel (cf. ver. 41), as he had no idea of 


1 Jt is true that in ver. 22 the LXX. have this clause, xel of zpoQaras cov 
dacous (t.€. WRT) Térpaxcetot, Which Thenius regards as an original portion 
of the text, though without observing the character of the LXX. If the 
Asherah prophets had also been present, Elijah would not only have com- 
manded the prophets of Baal to be seized and slain (ver. 40), but the 
Asherah prophets also. From the principle a potiori jit, etc., it may be pos- 
sible to explain the omission of the Asherah prophets in ver. 25, but not in 
ver. 40. 
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Elijah’s intention, which was by no means “to prove to the 
king that he (Ahab) and not Elijah had brought Israel into 
trouble” (Vat., Seb. Schm.), but to put before the eyes of the 
whole nation a convincing practical proof of the sole deity of 
Jehovah and of the nothingness of the Baals, that were re- 
garded as gods, and by slaying the priests of Baal to give a 
death-blow to idolatry in Israel—Ver. 21. Elijah addressed the 
assembled people as follows: “ How long do ye limp upon 
both sides? Is Jehovah God, then go after Him; but if Baal 
be God, then go after him”—-and the people answered him not 
a word. They wanted to combine the worship of Jehovah and 
Baal, and not to assume a hostile attitude towards Jehovah by 
the worship of Baal; and were therefore obliged to keep silence 
under this charge of infatuated halving, since they knew very 
well from the law itself that Jehovah demanded worship with 
a whole and undivided heart (Deut. vi. 4, 5). This dividing of 
the heart between Jehovah and Baal Elijah called limping y 
OayDT ‘AY, “upon the two parties (of Jehovah and Baal).” 
For D'BYD the meaning “ divided opinions, parties,” is well 
established by the use of D'‘bYD in Ps. cxix. 113; and the ren- 
dering of the LXX. éyvia:, the hollow of the knee, is only a 
paraphrase of the sense and not an interpretation of the word. 
—Vers. 22-25. As the people adhered to their undecided 
double-mindedness, Elijah proposed to let the Deity Himselt 
decide who was the true God, Jehovah or Baal. The prophets 
of Baal were to offer a sacrifice to Baal, and he (Elijah) would 
offer one to Jehovah. And the true God should make Himself 
known by kindling the burnt-offering presented to Him with 
fire from heaven, and in this way answering the invocation of 
His name. This proposal was based upon the account in Lev. 
ix. As Jehovah had there manifested Himself as the God of 
Israel by causing fire to fall from heaven upon the first sacrifice 
presented in front of the tabernacle and to consume it, Elijah 
hoped that in like manner Jehovah would even now reveal 
Himself as the living God. And the form of decision thus 
proposed would necessarily appear all the fairer, because Elijah, 
the prophet of Jehovah, stood alone in opposition to a whole 
crowd of Baal’s prophets, numbering no less than 450 men. 
And for that very reason the latter could not draw back, with- 
out publicly renouncing their pretensions, whether they be- 
lieved that Baal would really do what was desired, or hoped 
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that they might be able to escape, through some accident or 
stratagem, from the difficult situation that had been prepared 
for them, or fancied that the God of Elijah would no more fur- 
nish the proof of His deity that was desired of Him than Baal 
would. In order, however, to cut off every subterfuge in the 
event of their attempt proving a failure, Elijah not only yielded 
the precedence to them on the occasion of this sacrifice, but 
gave them the choice of the two oxen brought to be offered ; 
which made the fairness of his proposal so much the more con- 
spicuous to every one, that the people willingly gave their 
consent. 

Vers. 26-29. The prophets of Baal then proceeded to the 
performance of the duty required. They prepared (¥Yy*) the 
sacrifice, and called solemnly upon Baal from morning to noon: 
“O Baal, hear us,” limping round the altar; “ but there was no 
voice, and no one to hear (to answer), and no attention.” 58 
is a contemptuous epithet applied to the pantomimic sacrificial 
dance performed by these priests round about the altar,’ 1% 
ney (“which one had made”).—Ver. 27. As no answer had 
been received before noon, Elijah cried out to them in deri- 
sion: “Call to him with a loud voice, for he is God (se. accord- 
ing to your opinion), for he is meditating, or has gone aside (‘¥, 
secessi0), or is on the journey CB, on the way); perhaps he 
is sleeping, that he may wake up.” The ridicule lies more 
especially i in the 8 DION ‘D (for he is a god), when contrasted 
with the enumeration of the different possibilities which may 
have occasioned their obtaining no answer, and is heightened by 
the earnest and threefold repetition of the ‘3. With regard 
to these possibilities we may quote the words of Clericus: 
“ Although these things when spoken of God are the most 
absurd things possible, yet idolaters could believe such things, 
as we may see from Homer.” The priests of Baal did actually 
begin therefore to cry louder than before, and scratched them- 
selves with swords and lances, till the blood poured out, 
“according to their custom” (Q08V03). Movers describes this 
as follows (Phonizier, i. pp. 682, 683), from statements made 
by ancient authors concerning the processions of the strolling 


1The following is the description which Herodian (hist. v. 3), among 
others, gives of Heliogabalus when dancing as chief priest of the Emesinian 
sun-god: ‘Iepoupyouvrce 34 tovrov, awepi te Tois Bapois xoosverra wow Bap- 
Bapav, vw Te avAoIs xcel oupiySs wavtobeTay TE Cpyaway AxWe 
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bands of the Syrian goddess: “A discordant howling opens 
the scene. They then rush wildly about in perfect confusion, 
with their heads bowed down to the ground, but always re- 
volving in circles, so that the loosened hair drags through the 
mire ; they then begin to bite their arms, and end with cutting 
themselves with the two-edged swords which they are in the 
habit of carrying. A new scene then opens. One of them, 
who surpasses all the rest in frenzy, begins to prophesy with 
sighs and groans ; he openly accuses himself of the sins which 
he has committed, and which he is now about to punish by 
chastising the flesh, takes the knotted scourge, which the 
Gallt generally carry, lashes his back, and then cuts himself 
with swords till the blood trickles down from his mangled 
body.” The climax of the Bacchantic dance in the case of 
the priests of Baal also was the prophesying (22M), and it 
was for this reason, probably, that they were called prophets 
(O's). This did not begin till noon, and lasted till about 
the time of the evening sacrifice (nioy? TY, not nioy TY, ver. 29). 
nnB nioy, “the laying on (offering) of the meat-offering,” refers 
to the daily evening sacrifice, which consisted of a burnt-offer- 
ing and a meat-offering (Ex. xxix. 38 sqq.; Num. xxvii. 3-8), 
and was then offered, according to the Rabbinical observance 
(see at Ex. xu. 6), in the closing hours of the afternoon, as is 
evident from the circumstances which are described in vers. 40 
sqq. as having taken place on the same day and subsequently 
to Elijah’s offering, which was presented at the time of the 
evening sacrifice (ver. 36). 

Vers. 30-39. lyah’s sacrifice—As no answer came from 
Baal, Elijah began to prepare for his own sacrifice. Ver. 30. 
He made the people come nearer, that he might have both eye- 
witnesses and ear-witnesses present at his sacrifice, and restored 
the altar of Jehovah which was broken down. Consequently 
there was already an altar of Jehovah upon Carmel, which 
either dated from the times anterior to the building of the 
temple, when altars of Jehovah were erected in different places 
throughout the land (see at ch. iii. 2), or, what is more probable, 
had been built by pious worshippers belonging to the ten tribes 
since the division of the kingdom (Hengstenberg, Dissertations 
on the Pentateuch, vol. i. p. 183, transl), and judging from ch. 
xix. 10, had been destroyed during the reign of Ahab, when 
the worship of Baal gained the upper hand.—Vers. 31, 32. 
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Elijah took twelve stones, “according to the number of the 
tribes of the sons of Jacob, to whom the word of the Lord had 
come (Gen. xxxli. 29, xxxv. 10), Israel shall be thy name,” and 
built these stones into an altar. The twelve stones were a 
practical declaration on the part of the prophet that the division 
of the nation into two kingdoms was at variance with the divine 
calling of Israel, inasmuch as according to the will of God the 
twelve tribes were to form one people of Jehovah, and to have 
a common sacrificial altar; whilst the allusion to the fact that 
Jehovah had given to the forefather of the nation the name of 
Israel, directs attention to the wrong which the seceding ten 
tribes had done in claiming the name of Israel for themselves, 
whereas it really belonged to the whole nation. 717) O¥3 (in 
the name of Jehovah) belongs to 3. (built), and signifies by 
the authority and for the glory of Jehovah, “ And made a 
trench as the space of two seahs of seed (ze. so large that you 
could sow two seahs' of seed upon the ground which it covered) 
round about the altar.” The trench must therefore have been 
of considerable breadth and depth, although it is impossible to 
determine the exact dimensions, as the kind of seed-corn is not 
defined. He then arranged the sacrifice upon the altar, and 
had four Kad (pails) of water poured three times in succession 
upon the burnt-offering which was laid upon the pieces of wood, 
so that the water flowed round about the altar, and then had 
the trench filled with water.? Elijah adopted this course for 
the purpose of precluding all suspicion of even the possibility 
of fraud in connection with the miraculous burning of the 
sacrifice. For idolaters had carried their deceptions to such a 
length, that they would set fire to the wood of the sacrifices from 


1 i.e. about two Dresden pecks (Jfetzen).—THENIUS. 

4 Thenius throws suspicion upon the historical character of this account, on 
the ground that ‘‘ the author evidently forgot the terrible drought, by which 
the numerous sources of the Carmel and the Nachal Kishon must have been 
dried up ;” but Van de Velde has already answered this objection, which has 
been raised by others also, and has completely overthrown it by pointing out . 
the covered well of el Mohraka, in relation to which he makes the following 
remark: ‘‘In such springs the water remains always cool, under the shade 
of a vaulted roof, and with no hot atmosphere to evaporate it. While all 
other fountains were dried up, I can well understand that there might have 
been found here that superabundance of water which Elijah poured so pro- 
fusely over the altar” (vol. i. p. $25, transl.). But the drying up of the 
Kishon is a mere conjecture, which cannot be historically proved. 
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hollow spaces concealed beneath the altars, in order to make 
the’ credulous people believe that the sacrifice had been mira- 
culously set on fire by the deity. Ephraem Syrus and Joh. 
Chrysostom both affirm this ; the latter in his Oratio in Petrum 
Apost. et Eliam proph. t. ii. p. 737, ed. Montf., the genuineness 
of which, however, is sometimes called in question.—Vers. 
36, 37. After these preparations at the time of the evening 
sacrifice, Elijah drew near and prayed: “ Lord God of Abra- 
ham, Isaac, and Israel (this name is used with deliberate pur- 
pose instead of Jacob: see at ver. 31), let it be known this 
day that Thou art God in Israel, and I am Thy servant, and do 
all these things through Thy word. Hear me, Jehovah, hear 
me, that this people may know that Thou Jehovah art God, 
and turnest back their hearts!” (ze. back from idols to Thyself.) 
This clearly expresses not only the object of the miracle which 
follows, but that of miracles universally. The perfects ‘mvy 
and 3d are used to denote not only what has already occurred, 
but what will still take place and is as certain as if it had 
taken place already. ‘Ny refers not merely to the predicted 
drought and to what Elijah has just been doing (Thenius), but 
to the miracle which was immediately about to be performed ; 
and 3d" to the conversion of the people to the Lord their 
God, for which Elijah’s coming had already prepared the way, 
and which was still further advanced by the following miracle. 
—Ver. 38. Then fire of Jehovah fell and consumed the burnt- 
offering and the pieces of wood, etc. ‘iT. Wx, the fire proceed- 
ing from Jehovah, was not a natural flash of lightning, which 
could not produce any such effect, but miraculous fire falling 
from heaven, as in 1 Chron. xxi 26, 2 Chron. vii. 1 (see at 
Lev. ix. 24), the supernatural origin of which was manifested 
in the fact, that it not only consumed the sacrifice with the pile 
of wood upon the altar, but also burned up (in calcem redegit— 
Cler.) the stones of the altar and the earth that was thrown up to 
form the trench, and licked up the water in the trench. Through 
this miracle Jehovah not only accredited Elijah as His servant 
and prophet, but proved Himself to be the living God, whom 
Israel was to serve; so that all the people who were present fell 
down upon their faces in worship, as they had done once before, 
viz. at the consecration of the altar in Lev. ix. 24, and con- 
fessed “ Jehovah is God:” DONT, the true or real God. 

Vers. 40-46. Elijah availed himself of this enthusiasm of 
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the people for the Lord, to deal a fatal blow at the prophets of 
Baal, who turned away the people from the living God. He 
commanded the people to seize them, and had them slain at the 
brook Kishon, and that not so much from revenge, 2.e. because 
it was at their instigation that queen Jezebel had murdered the 
prophets of the true God (ver. 13), as to carry out the funda- 
mental law of the Old Testament kingdom of God, which pro- 
hibited idolatry on pain of death, and commanded that false 
prophets should be destroyed (Deut. xvii. 2, 3, xiii. 13 sqq.).’— 
Ver. 41. Elijah then called upon the king, who had eaten nothing 
from morning till evening in his eagerness to see the result of the 
contest between the prophet and the priests of Baal, to come up 
from the brook Kishon to the place of sacrifice upon Carmel, where 
his wants were provided for, and to partake of meat and drink, for 
he (Elijah) could already hear the noise of a fall of rain. “ip is 
without a verb, as is often the case (eg. Isa. xiii. 4, lit 8, etc.); 
literally, it is the sound, the noise. After the occasion of the 
curse of drought, which had fallen upon the land, had been 
removed by the destruction of the idolatrous priests, the curse 
itself could also be removed. “ But this was not to take place 
without the prophet’s saying it, and by means of this gift 
proving himself afresh to be the representative of God” (O. v. 
Gerlach).—Vers. 42 sqq. While the king was refreshing himself 
with food and drink, Elijah went up to the top of Carmel to 
pray that the Lord would complete His work by fulfilling His 
promise (ver. 1) in sending rain; and continued in prayer till 
the visible commencement of the fulfilment of his prayer was 
announced by his servant, who, after looking out upon the sea 
seven times, saw at last a small cloud ascend from the sea 


1 Jt was necessary that idolatry and temptation to the worship of idols 
should be punished with death, as a practical denial of Jehovah the true God 
and Lord of His chosen people, if the object of the divine institutions was to 
be secured. By putting the priests of Baal to death, therefore, Elijah only 
did what the Jaw required ; and inasmuch as the ordinary administrators of 
justice did not fulfil their obligations, he did this as an extraordinary mes- 
senger of God, whom the Lord had accredited as His prophet before all the 
people by the miraculous answer given to his prayer.—To infer from this act 
of Elijah the right to institute a bloody persecution of heretics, would not 
only indicate a complete oversight of the difference between heathen idolaters 
and Christian heretics, but the same reprehensible confounding of the evan- 
gelical standpoint of the New Testament with the legal standpoint of the Old, 
which Christ condemned in His own disciples in Luke ix. 55, 56. 
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about the size of a man’s hand.” The peculiar attitude assumed 
by Elijah when praying (Jas. v. 18), viz. bowing down even 
to the earth (07%) and putting his face between his knees, pro- 
bably the attitude of deep absorption in God, was witnessed 
by Shaw and Chardin in the case of certain dervishes (vid. 
Harmar, Beobachtungen, iii. pp. 373-4).—-Ver. 44. As soon as 
the small cloud ascended from the sea, Elijah sent his servant 
to tell the king to set off home, that he might not be stopped 
by the rain. 1), go down, sc. from Carmel to his chariot, which 
was standing at the foot of the mountain.,W—Ver. 45. Be- 
fore any provision had been made for it (R271 ASy: hither 
and thither, z¢. while the hand is being moved to and fro, 
“very speedily ;” cf. Ewald, § 105, 6) the heaven turned black 
with clouds and wind, ze. with storm-clouds (Thenius), and 
there came a great fall of rain, while Ahab drove along the road 
to Jezreel. It was quite possible for the king to reach Jezreel 
the same evening from that point, namely, from the foot of 
Carmel below e Mohraka: but only thence, for every half- 
hour farther west would have taken him too far from his capital 
for it to be possible to accomplish the distance before the rain 
overtook him (V. de Velde, i. p. 326). Jezreel, the present Zerin 
(see at Josh.. xix. 18), was probably the summer residence of 
Ahab (see at Josh. xxi.1). The distance from el Mohraka thither 
is hardly 23 German geographical miles (? 14 Engl. miles—TR.) 
in a straight line—Ver. 46. When Ahab drove off, the hand of 
the Lord came upon Elijah, so that he ran before Ahab as far as 
Jezreel,— not so much for the purpose of bringing the king to 
his residence unhurt (Seb. Schm.), as to give him a proof of his 
humility, and thus deepen the impression already made upon his 
heart, and fortify him all the more against the strong temptations 
of his wife, who abused his weakness to support the cause of 
ungodliness. This act of Elijah, whom Ahab had hitherto only 


1 'V. de Velde has shown how admirably these circumstances (vers. 43 and 
44) also apply to the situation of el AMfohraka: ‘‘on its west and north-west 
side the view of the sea is quite intercepted by an adjacent height. That 
height may be ascended, however, in a few minutes, and a full view of the 
sea obtained from the top” (i. p. 326). 

2 « After three years’ drought all herbage must have disappeared from the 
plain of Jezreel, and the loose clay composing its soil must have been changed 
into a deep layer of dust. Had time been allowed for the rain to convert that 
dust into a bed of mud, the chariot-wheels might have stuck fast in it.” — 
V. pe VELDE, i. pp. 326-7. 
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known as a stern, imperious, and powerful prophet, by which 
he now showed himself to be his faithful subject and servant, 
was admirably adapted to touch the heart of the king, and pro- 
duce the conviction that it was not from any personal dislike 
to him, but only in the service of the Lord, that the prophet 
was angry at his idolatry, and that he was not trying to effect 
his ruin, but rather his conversion and the salvation of his soul. 
mim T, the hand (i.e. the power) of the Lord, denotes the super- 
natural strength with which the Lord endowed him, to accom- 
plish superhuman feats. This formula is generally applied to 
the divine inspiration by which the prophets were prepared for 
their prophesying (cf. 2 Kings iit 15; Ezek. i. 3, ii. 15, etc.). 


CHAP. XIX. ELIJAH’S FLIGHT INTO THE DESERT, TIIE REVELATION 
OF GOD AT HOREB, AND ELISHA’S CALL TO BE A PROPHET. 


The hope of completing his victory over the idolaters and 
overthrowing the worship of Baal, even in the capital of the 
kingdom, with which Elijah may have hastened to Jezreel, was 
frustrated by the malice of the queen, who was so far from dis- 
cerning any revelation of the almighty God in the account 
given her by Ahab of what had occurred on Carmel, and bending 
before His mighty hand, that, on the contrary, she was so full of 
wrath at the slaying of the prophets of Baal as to send to the 
prophet Elijah to threaten him with death. This apparent 
failure of his ministry was the occasion of a severe inward con- 
flict, in which Elijah was brought to a state of despondency and 
fled from the land. The Lord allowed His servant to pass through 
this conflict, that he might not exalt himself, but, being mindful 
of his own impotence, might rest content with the grace of his 
God, whose strength is mighty in the weak (2 Cor. xu. 8, 9), 
and who would refine and strengthen him for the further fulfil- 
ment of his calling. 

Vers. 1-8. Elyah's flight into the desert and guidance to 
Horeb.—Vers. 1, 2. When “ Ahab told Jezebel all that Elijah 
had done, and all, how he had slain all the prophets (of Baal),” 
she sent a messenger to Elijah in her impotent wrath, with a 
threat, which she confirmed by an oath (see at ch. ii. 23), that in 
the morning she would have him slain like the prophets whom 
he had put to death. The early commentators detected in this 
threat the impotentia muliebris tracundie, and saw that all that 
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Jezebel wanted was to get rid of the man who was so distressing 
and dangerous to her, because she felt herself unable to put him 
to death, partly on account of the people, who were enthusiastic 
in his favour, and partly on account of the king himself, upon 
whom the affair at Carmel had not remained without its salutary 
effect.—Vers. 3, 4. But when Elijah saw (1), sc. how things 
stood, or the audacity of Jezebel, from which the failure of his 
work was evident, he rose up and went to Beersheba in Judah, 
2.e. Bir-seba on the southern frontier of Canaan (see at Gen. xxi. 
31). The expression mn? We, “which to Judah,” te. which 
belonged to the kingdom of Judah, for Beersheba was really 
allotted to the tribe of Simeon (Josh. xix. 2), is appended not 
merely as a geographical indication that Elijah went outside the 
. land, but to show that he meant to leave the kingdom of Israel, 
the scene of his previous labours, just as Jeremiah in a similar 
internal conflict gave utterance to the wish that he could leave 
his people, if he had but a lodging-place in the wilderness (Jer. 
ix. 2). SW is not to be altered into NW, et timuzt, after the 
LXX. and Vulg., notwithstanding the fact that some Codd. have 
this reading, which only rests upon an erroneous conjecture. For 
it is obvious that Elijah did not flee from any fear of the vain 
threat of Jezebel, from the fact that he did not merely withdraw 
into the kingdom of Judah, where he would have been safe under 
Jehoshaphat from all the persecutions of Jezebel, but went to 
Beersheba, and thence onwards into the desert, there to pour out 
before the Lord God his weariness of life (ver. 4). IWIN 1, he 
went upon his soul, or his life, 7.e. not to save his life (as I once 
thought, with many other commentators), for his wish to die 
(ver. 4) is opposed to this; but to care for his soul in the 
manner indicated in ver. 4, 2.¢e. to commit his soul or his life to 
the Lord his God in the solitude of the desert, and see what He 
would determine concerning him.’"—He left his servant in Beer- 
sheba, while he himself went a day’s journey farther into the 
desert (Paran), not merely because he was so filled with weari- 

1G. Menken (christl. Homil. ub. den Proph. Elias, p. 231) has given the 
following admirable explanation of \wp) ie so far as the sense is concerned : 
** For conscience sake, from conviction, out of obligation, not from fear. After 
all his former experience, and from the entire relation in which Elijah stood 
to God, it was impossible that he should be afraid, and not be firmly convinced 
that the God who had shut up heaven at his word, who had supplied him with 


bread and flesh for a whole year in the desert through the medium of ravens, 
who had supported him miraculously for years in a foreign land through the 
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ness of life in his dark oppression, that he thought he should 
have no further need of his servant, and therefore left him be- 
hind in Beersheba, but that he might pour out his heart before 
God alone in the desert and yield himself up to His guidance. 
For however unquestionably his lamentation in ver. 4, for example, 
expresses a weariness of life, this merely indicates the feeling 
which had taken possession of his soul after a day’s journey in 
the barren desert. And even there he lays his wish to die before 
God in prayer; so that this feeling is merely to be regarded as 
one result of the spiritual conflict, which his bodily exhaustion 
had now raised to a height that it cannot have reached when he 
was in Beersheba. If, therefore, he did not start with the inten- 
tion of making a pilgrimage to Horeb, he had certainly gone into 
the desert for the purpose of seeing whether the Lord would 
manifest His mercy to him, as He had formerly done to His 
people under Moses, or whether He would withdraw His hand 
entirely from him. After a day’s journey he sat down under a 
pn (construed here as a feminine, in ver. 5 as a masculine), a 
species of broom (genista Retem in Forsk4l), which is the finest 
and most striking shrub of the Arabian desert, growing constantly 
in the beds of streams and in the valleys, where places of en- 
campment are frequently selected for the sake of the shelter 
which they afford by night from the wind and by day from 
the sun (Rob. Pal. i. 299). mio... Ske": and wished that his 
soul might die (a kind of accusative with infinitive ; see Ewald, 
§ 336, 0), and said, My 3, “ Enough now; take, Lord, my soul, 
for I am not better than my fathers ;” ze. I have worked and en- 
dured enough, and deserve no longer life than my fathers. From 
this it appears that Elijah was already of a great age-—Vers. 5 
sqq. In this disturbed state of mind he lay down and slept under 
a broom-tree. Then the Lord came with His power to the help 
of the despairing man. “ An angel touched him (wakened him 
out of his sleep), and said to him: Arise, eat.” And behold he 
saw at his head D°2X7 N3y, a bread cake baked over red-hot stones, 
a savoury article of food which is still a great favourite with the 
Bedouins (see at Gen. xviil. 6, xix. 3), and a pitcher of water, 


medium of a poor widow, who had concealed and rescued him for three years 
and a half from the search of the king, who had accredited and honoured him 
in the sight of all the people as His servant, who had given an immediate answer 
to his prayer for rain, could also defend him in this extremity, and rescue him 
from this danger, if such should be His will.” 
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and ate and drank, and lay down again —Ver. 7. But the angel 
wakened him a second time, and called upon him to eat with 
these words: “for the way is too far for thee” (717 JOO 55, der 
est majus quam pro viribus turs—Vat.).— Ver. 8. “ Then he arose, 
ate and drank, and went in the strength of that food forty days 
and forty nights to the mount of God at Horeb.” As the angel 
did not tell him whither he was to go, and Elijah wandered to 
Horeb in consequence of this strengthening, it appears to have 
been his intention from the very beginning to go into the desert, 
and see whether the Lord would still further acknowledge him 
and his work; so that in the support and strength imparted by 
the angel he saw an indication that he was to follow the foot- 
steps of the divine grace still farther into the desert, and make 
a pilorimage to Horeb, with the hope that there perhaps the Lord 
would reveal to him His counsel concerning the further guidance 
of the people of His covenant, as He had formerly done to His 
servant Moses, and give him the necessary instruction for the 
continuance of his prophetic service. Horeb is called the mount 
of God here, as it was proleptically in Ex. iii 1, as the place 
where the Lord confirmed the covenant, already made with the 
patriarchs, to their descendants, and adopted the tribes of Israel 
as His people and made them into a kingdom of God. The 
distance from Beersheba to Horeb is about 200 miles. Conse- 
quently Elijah would not have required forty days to travel 
there, if the intention of God had been nothing more than to 
cause him to reach the mountain, or “ to help him on his way ” 
(Thenius). But in the strength of the food provided by the angel 
Elijah was not only to perform the journey to Horeb, but to 
wander in the desert for forty days and forty nights, ze. forty 
whole days, as Moses had formerly wandered with all Israel for 
forty years ; that he might know that the Lord was still the same 
God who had nourished and sustained His whole nation in the 
desert with manna from heaven for forty years. And just as the 
forty years’ sojourn in the desert had been to Moses a time for 
the trial of faith and for exercise in humility and meekness 
(Num. xi. 3), so was the strength of Elijah’s faith to be tried 
by the forty days’ wandering in the same desert, and to be puri- 
fied from all carnal zeal for the further fulfilment of His calling, 
in accordance with the divine will What follows shows very 
clearly that this was the object of the divine guidance of Elijah 
(cf Hengstenberg, Diss. on the Pentateuch, vol. i. 171, 172). 
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Vers. 9-18. Appearance of God at Horeb—Ver. 9. When 
Elijah arrived at Horeb, he went into the cave (the definite 
article in ™yts3, with the obvious connection between the ap- 
pearance of God, which follows here, and that described in Ex. 
xxxiii, 12 sqq., points back to the cleft in the rock, 81 71p2) 
in which Moses had stood while the glory of Jehovah passed by 
(see at Ex. xxxill. 22), and there he passed the night. And 
behold the word of the Lord came to him (in the night ): “ What 
doest thou here, Elijah?” This question did not involve a 
reproof, as though Elijah had nothing to do there, but was 
simply intended to lead him to give utterance to the thoughts 
and feelings of his heart.—Ver. 10. Elijah answered: “ I have 
striven zealously for Jehovah the God of hosts, for the children 
of Israel have forsaken Thy covenant, destroyed Thine altars, and 
killed Thy prophets with the sword; and I only am left, and they 
seek my life.” In these words there was not only the greatest 
despair expressed as to the existing condition of things, but also 
a carnal zeal which would gladly have called down the imme- 
diate vengeance of the Almighty upon all idolaters. The com- 
plaint contained, on the one hand, the tacit reproof that God had 
looked on quietly for so long a time at the conduct of the ungodly, 
and had suffered things to come to such an extremity, that he, 
His prophet, was the only one left of all the true worshippers of 
God, and, on the other hand, the indirect appeal that He would 
interpose at last with His penal judgments. Because Elijah 
had not seen the expected salutary fruits of his zeal for the 
Lord, he thought that all was lost, and in his gloomy state of 
mind overlooked what he had seen a short time before with his 
own eyes, that even in the neighbourhood of the king himself 
there lived a pious and faithful worshipper of Jehovah, viz. 
Obadiah, who had concealed a hundred prophets from the 
revenge of Jezebel, and that the whole of the people assembled 
upon Carmel had given glory to the Lord, and at his command 
had seized the prophets of Baal and put them to death, and 
therefore that the true worshippers of the Lord could not all 
have vanished out of Israel. 7") *NN3P N2P recalls to mind the 
zeal of Phinehas (Num. xxv. 11 sqq.), which put an end to the 
whoredom of the sons of Israel with the daughters of Moab. 
But whereas Phinehas received the promise of an everlasting 
priesthood for his zeal, Elijah had seen so little fruit from his 
zeal against the worshippers of Baal, that they actually sought 
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his life. hate are altars, which pious Israelites in the Kingdom 
of the ten tribes had built in different places for the worship of 
Jehovah (see at ch. xviii. 30)—-Vers. 11 sqq. The Lord replied 
to the prophet’s complaint first of all by the manifestation of 
His control of the phenomena of nature (vers. 11-13), and then 
by a verbal explanation of His design (vers. 15-18). 

In this divine revelation men have recognised from the very 
earliest times a repetition of the appearance of God which was 
granted to Moses upon Sinai. As God, in token of His grace, 
granted the prayer of Moses that he might see His glory, after 
he had striven zealously for the honour of the Lord when the 
people rebelled by worshipping the golden calf; so did He also 
display His glory upon Horeb to Elijah as a second Moses 
for the purpose of strengthening his faith, with this simple dif- 
ference, that He made all His goodness pass by Moses, and 
declared His name in the words, “ Jehovah, a gracious and 
merciful God,” etc. (Ex. xxxiv. 6, 7), whereas He caused Elijah 
frst of all to behold the operation of His grace in certain 
phenomena of nature, and then afterwards made known to 
him His will with regard to Israel and to the work of His 
prophets. This difference in the form of the revelation, while 
the substance and design were essentially the same, may be 
explained from the difference not only in the historical cir- 
cumstances, but also in the state of mind of the two servants 
to whom He manifested His glory. In the case of Moses it 
was burning love for the welfare of his people which impelled 
him to offer the prayer that the Lord would let him see His 
glory, as a sign that He would not forsake His people; and 
this prayer was granted him, so far as a man is ever able to see 
the glory of God, to strengthen him for the further discharge of 
the duties of his office. Hidden in the cleft of the rock and 
shielded by the hand of God, he saw the Lord pass by him, and 
heard Him utter in words His inmost being. Elijah, on the 
other hand, in his zeal for the honour of God, which was not 
quite free from human passion, had been led by the want of 
any visible fruit from his own labour to overlook the work of 
the Lord in the midst of His people; so that he had fled into 
the desert and wished to be released from this world by death, 
and had not been brought out of his despair by the strengthen- 
ing with meat and drink which he had received from the angel, 
and which enabled him to travel for forty days to the mount of 
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God without suffering from want, a fact which was intended to 
remind him of the ancient God of the fathers, to whose omni- 
potence and goodness there is no end; so that it was in a most 
gloomy state of mind that he reached Horeb at last. And now 
the Lord designed not only to manifest His glory as the love in 
which grace and righteousness are united, but also to show him 
that his zeal for the honour of the Lord was not in harmony 
with the love and grace and long-suffering of God. “The 
design of the vision was to show to the fiery zeal of the 
prophet, who wanted to reform everything by means of the 
tempest, the gentle way which God pursues, and to proclaim 
the long-suffering and mildness of His nature, as the voice had 
already done to Moses on that very spot; hence the beautiful 
change in the divine appearance” (Herder, Geist der hebr. Poeste, 
1788, ii p. 52).—Vers. 11, 12. After God had commanded 
him to come out of the cave and stand upon the mountain (that 
part of the mountain which was in front of the cave) before 
Him, “ behold Jehovah went by (the participle 13) is used to 
give a more vivid representation of the scene); and a great and 
strong tempest, rending mountains and breaking rocks in pieces, 
before Jehovah—it was not in the tempest that Jehovah was; 
and after the tempest an earthquake—it was not in the earth- 
quake that Jehovah was; and after the earthquake fire—it 
was not in the fire that Jehovah was; and after the fire a still, 
gentle rustling.” pT Tos “ip, literally the tone of a gentle 
blowing. On the change of gender in PIM nina Mm, see Ewald, 
§ 174, e—Tempest, earthquake, and fire, which are even more 
terrible in the awful solitude of the Horeb mountains than in 
an inhabited land, are signs of the coming of the Lord to judg- 
ment (cf. Ps. xviii 8 sqq.). It was in the midst of such terrible 
phenomena that the Lord had once come down upon Sinai, to 
inspire the people who were assembled at the foot of the moun- 
tain with a salutary dread of His terrible majesty, of the fiery 
zeal of His wrath and love, which consumes whatever opposes 
it (see at Ex. xix. 16 sqq.). But now the Lord was not in 
these terrible phenomena ; to signify to the prophet that He 
did not work in His earthly kingdom with the destroying zeal 
of wrath, or with the pitiless severity of judgment. It was in 
a soft, gentle rustling that He revealed Himself to him—Vers. 
13, 14. When Elijah heard this, he covered up his face in his 
cloak (NTS ; see at 2 Kings i. 8) and went out to the entrance 
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to the cave. And behold he heard the question a second time, 
“What doest thou here, Elijah?” and answered with a repeti- 
tion of his complaint (see vers. 9 and 10).—While the appear- 
ance of God, not in the tempest, the earthquake, and the fire, 
but in a gentle rustling, revealed the Lord to him as a merciful 
and gracious God, long-suffering, and of great goodness and 
truth (Ex. xxxiv. 6), the answer to his complaint showed him 
that He did not leave guilt unpunished (Ex. xxxiv. 7), since the 
Lord gave him the following command, vers. 15 sqq.: “ Go 
back in thy way to the desert of Damascus, and anoint Hazael 
king over Aram (see 2 Kings viii 12, 13), and Jehu the son 
of Nimshi king over Israel (see 2 Kings ix. 2), and Elisha the 
son of Shaphat prophet in thy stead” (see ver. 19); and then 
added this promise, which must have quieted his zeal, that was 
praiseworthy in the feelings from which it sprang, although it 
had assumed too passionate a form, and have given him courage 
to continue his prophetic work: “ And it will come to pass, 
that whoever escapeth the sword of Hazael, him will Jehu 
slay, and whoever escapeth the sword of Jehu, him will Elisha 
slay.” —Ver. 18. But in order that he might learn, to his shame, 
that the cause of the Lord in Israel appeared much more des- 
perate to his eye, which was clouded by his own dissatisfaction, 
than it really was in the eye of the God who knows His own 
by number and by name, the Lord added: “I have seven thou- 
sand left in Israel, all knees that have not bent before Baal, and 
every mouth that hath not kissed him.” P7279, into the 
desert of Damascus (with the He loc. with the construct state as 
in Deut. iv. 41, Josh. xii. 1, etc.; cf. Ewald, § 216, 5), ae. the 
desert lying to the south and east of the city of Damascus, 
which is situated on the river Barady; not per desertum in 
Damascum (Vulg., Luth., etc.) ; for although Elijah would neces- 
sarily pass through the Arabian desert to go from Horeb to 
Damascus, it was superfluous to tell him that he was to go that 
way, as there was no other road. The words “ return by thy 
way ... and anoint Hazael,” etc, are not to be understood as 
signifying that Elijah was to go at once to Damascus and anoint 
Hazael there, but simply that he was to do this at a time which 
the Spirit would more precisely indicate. According to what 
follows, all that Elijah accomplished immediately was to call 
Elisha to be his successor; whereas the other two commissions 
were fulfilled by Elisha after Elijah’s ascension to heaven 
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(2 Kings viii. and ix.). The opinion that Elijah also anointed 
Hazael and Jehu immediately, but that this anointing was kept 
secret, and was repeated by Elisha when the time for their 
public appearance arrived, has not only very little probability in 
itself, but is directly precluded by the account of the anointing 
of Jehu in 2 Kings ix. The anointing of Hazael and Jehu is 
mentioned first, because God had chosen these two kings to be 
the chief instruments of His judgments upon the royal family 
and people for their idolatry. It was only in the case of Jehu 
that a real anointing took place (2 Kings ix. 6); Hazael was 
merely told by Elisha that he would be king (2 Kings vii 13), 
and Elisha was simply called by Elijah to the prophetic office 
by having the cloak of the latter thrown upon him. Moreover, 
the Messianic, passage, Isa. lxi. 1,is the only one in which there 
is any allusion to the anointing of a prophet. Consequently 
nv must be taken figuratively here, as in Judg. ix. 8, as de- 
noting divine consecration to the regal and prophetic offices. 
And so, again, the statement that Elisha would slay those who 
escaped the sword of Jehu is not to be understood literally. 
Elisha slew by the word of the Lord, which brought judgments 
upon the ungodly, as we see from 2 Kings il. 24 (cf. Jer. i. 10, 
xviii. 7). The “seven thousand,” who had not bowed the knee 
before Baal, are a round number for the éxAoy7 of the godly, 
whom the Lord had preserved for Himself in the sinful kingdom, 
which was really very large in itself, however small it might be 
In comparison with the whole nation. The number seven is the 
stamp of the works of God, so that seven thousand is the number 
of the “remnant according to the election of grace” (Rom. 
xi. 5), which had then been preserved by God. Kissing Baal 
was the most usual form in which this idol was worshipped, and 
consisted not merely in throwing kisses with the hand (cf. Job 
xxxl 27, and Plin. A. ». 28, 8), but also in kissing the images of 
Baal, probably on the feet (cf. Cicero an Verr. 4, 43). 

Vers. 19-21. Call of Elisha to be a prophet—vVer. 19. As 
he went thence (viz. away from Horeb), Elijah found Elisha the 
son of Shaphat at Abel-Meholsh, in the Jordan valley (see at 
Judg. vil. 22), occupied in ploughing; “twelve yoke of oxen be- 
fore him, and he himself with the twelfth” (a very wealthy man 
therefore), and threw his cloak to him as he passed by. The 
prophet’s cloak was a sign of the prophet’s vocation, so that 
throwing it to him was a symbol of the call to the prophetic 
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office—Ver. 20. Elisha understanding the sign, left the oxen 
standing, ran after Elijah, and said to him, “ Let me kiss my 
father and my mother,” 2.c. take leave of my parents, and then I 
will follow thee. For the form PY¥8 see Ewald, § 228,5. As 
he has ploughed his earthly field with his twelve pair of oxen, 
he was now to plough the spiritual field of the twelve tribes of 
Israel (Luke ix. 62). LElijah answered, “ Go, return, for what 
have I done to thee?” oW 12 belong together, as in ver. 15; 
so that Elijah thereby gave him permission to return to his father 
and mother. ‘3 signifies for, not yet (Thenius) ; for there is no 
antithesis here, according to which *D might serve for a more 
emphatic assurance (Ewald, § 330, 6). The words “what have 
I done to thee?” can only mean, I have not wanted to put any 
constraint upon thee, but leave it to thy free will to decide in 
favour of the prophetic calling—Ver. 21. Then Elisha returned, 
took the pair of oxen with which he had been ploughing, sacri- 
ficed, zc. slaughtered them (M3? used figuratively), boiled the 
flesh with the plough, gave a farewell meal to the people (of his 
place of abode), ze. his friends and acquaintance, and then fol- 
lowed Elijah as his servant, i.c. his assistant. The suffix in 0793 
refers to 1733 h¥, and is more precisely defined by the apposi- 
tion 1¥37, “ namely, the flesh of the oxen.” 


vod 


CHAP. XX. AHAB’S DOUBLE VICTORY OVER BENHADAD OF SYRIA. 


Even if the impression which the miracle upon Carmel had 
made upon Ahab, who was weak rather than malevolent, remained 
without any lasting fruit, the Lord did very quickly manifest His 
mercy towards him, by sending a prophet with a promise of vic- 
tory when the Syrians invaded his kingdom, and by giving the 
Syrians into his power. This victory was a fruit of the seven 
thousand who had not bent their knee before Baal. Elijah was 
also to learn from this that the Lord of Sabaoth had not yet 
departed from the rebellions kingdom. 


Vers. 1-22. Tue First Victory.—Ver. 1. Benhadad, the son 
of that Benhadad who had conquered several cities of Galilee in 
the reign of Baasha (ch. xv. 20), came up with a great army— 
there were thirty-two kings with him, with horses and chariots 
—and besieged Samaria. The thirty-two kings with him (jAx) 
were vassals of Benhadad, rulers of different cities and the terri- 
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tory belonging to them, just as in Joshua's time almost every 
city of Canaan had its king; they were therefore bound to follow 
the army of Benhadad with their troops—Vers. 2 sqq. During 
the siege Benhadad sent messengers into the city to Ahab with 
this demand: “ Thy silver and thy gold are mine, and the best 
of thy wives and thy sons are mine ;” and Ahab answered with 
pusillanimity: “ According to thy word, my lord king, I and all 
that is mine are thine.” Benhadad was made still more audacious 
by this submissiveness, and sent messengers the second time with 
the following notice (ver. 6): “ Yea, if I send my servants to thee 
to-morrow at this time, and they search thy house and thy servants’ 
houses, all that is the pleasure of thine eyes they will put into 
their hands and take.” ON8 ‘3 does not mean “only = certainly” 
here (Ewald, § 356, 6), for there is neither a negative clause nor 
an oath, but ON signifies 7f and ‘> introduces the statement, as 
in ver. 5; so that it is only in the repetition of the ‘5 that the 
emphasis lies, which can be expressed by yea. The words of 
Ahab in ver. 9 show unquestionably that Benhadad demanded 
more the second time than the first. The words of the first 
demand, “ Thy silver and thy gold,” etc., were ambiguous. Ac- 
cording to ver. 5, Benhadad meant that Ahab should give him all 
this; and Ahab had probably understood him as meaning that 
he was to give him what he required, in order to purchase peace ; 
but Benhadad had, no doubt, from the very first required an un- 
conditional surrender at discretion. He expresses this very 
clearly in the second demand, since he announces to Ahab the 
plunder of his palace and also of the palaces of his nobles. 
PI WONO"23, all thy costly treasures. It was from this second 
demand that Ahab first perceived what Benhadad’s intention had 
been; he therefore laid the matter before the elders of the land, 
ae. the king’s counsellors, ver. 7: “ Mark and see that this man 
seeketh evil,” ze that he is aiming at our ruin, since he is not 
contented with the first demand, which I did not refuse him.— 
Ver. 8. The elders and all the people, ze. the citizens of Samaria, 
advised that his demand should not be granted. ANN NA YOVI-ON, 
“hearken not (to him), and thou wilt not be willing” (xr 18 
stronger than ON; yet compare Ewald, § 350, a); whereupon Ahab 
sent the messengers away with this answer, that he would sub- 
mit to the first demand, but that the second he could not grant. 
—Ver. 10. Benhadad then attempted to overawe the weak-minded 
Ahab by strong threats, sending fresh messengers to threaten him 
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with the destruction of the city, and confirming it by a solemn 
oath : “ The gods do so to me— if the dust of Samaria should suf- 
fice for the hollow hands of all the people that are in my train.” 
The meaning of this threat was probably that he would reduce 
the city to ashes, so that scarcely a handful of dust should be 
left ; for his army was so powerful and numerous, that the rub- 
bish of the city would not suffice for every one to fill his hand. 
—Ver. 11. Ahab answered this loud boasting with the proverb: 
“Let not him that girdeth himself boast as he that looseneth the 
girdle,” equivalent to the Latin, ne triwmphum canas ante victoriam. 
—Ver. 12. After this reply of Ahab, Benhadad gave command 
to attack the city, while he was drinking with his kings in the 
booths. NizD are booths made of branches, twigs, and shrubs, 
such as are still erected in the East for kings and generals in 
the place of tents (vid. Rosenmiiller, A. wu. NV. Morgenl. iii. pp. 
198-9). %»'¥: take your places against the city, sc. to storm it 
(for D'Y in the sense of arranging the army for battle, see 1 Sam. 
xii 11 and Job i 17); not oixodoujoare ydpaxa (LXX.), or 
place the siege train—Vers. 13, 14. While the Syrians were 
preparing for the attack, a prophet came to Ahab and told him 
that Jehovah would deliver this great multitude (of the enemy) 
into his hand that day, “that thou mayest know that I am 
Jehovah,” and that through the retainers of the governors of the 
provinces (Nin “WY, who had fled to Samaria), ze. by a small 
and weak host. In the appearance of the prophet in Samaria 
mentioned here and in vers. 28 and 35 sqq. there is no such. 
irreconcilable contradiction to ch. xvii. 4, 22, and xix. 10, as 
Thenius maintains ; it simply shows that the persecution of the 
prophets by Jezebel had somewhat abated, and therefore Elijah’s 
labour had not remained without fruit. ‘bi 1Dx’ », who shall 
open the battle? “DN answers to the German an/fdadeln (to string, 
unite ; Eng. jo1n battle—Tr.) ; cf. 2 Chron. xiii. 3.—-Vers. 15, 16. 
Ahab then mustered his fighting men: there were 232 servants 
of the provincial governors; and the rest of the people, all the 
children of Israel, zc. the whole of the Israelitish fighting men 
that were in Samaria (nn, ver. 19), amounted to 7000 men. 
And at noon, when Benhadad and his thirty-two auxiliary kings 
were intoxicated at a carousal in the booths (id¥ ANY as in ch. 
xvi. 9), he ordered his men to advance, with the servants of the 
provincial governors taking the lead. The 7000 men are not 
to be regarded as the 7000 mentioned in ch. xix. 18, who had 
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not bowed their knee before Baal, as Rashi supposes, although 
the sameness in the numbers is apparently not accidental; but 
in both cases the number of the covenant people existing in Israel 
is indicated, though in ch. xix. 18 the 7000 constitute the 
éxXoyn of the true Israel, whereas in the verse before us they are 
merely the fighting men whom the Lord had left to Ahab for the 
defence of his kingdom.—Vers. 17, 18. When Benhadad was 
informed of the advance of these fighting men, in his drunken 
arrogance he ordered them to be taken alive, whether they came 
with peaceable or hostile intent.—Vers. 19, 20. But they— 
the servants of the governors at the head, and the rest of. the 
army behind—smote every one his man, so that the Aramzans 
fled, and Benhadad, pursued by the Israelites, escaped on a 
horse with some of the cavalry. O'5: is in apposition to 
TH13, “he escaped, and horsemen,” sc. escaped with him, ze. 
some of the horsemen of his retinue, whilst the king of Israel, 
going out of the city, smote horses and chariots of the enemy, 
who were not prepared for this sally of the besieged, and com- 
pletely defeated them.-*-Ver. 22. After this victory the prophet 
came to Ahab again, warning him to be upon his guard, for at 
the turn of the year, 1.c. the next spring (see at 2 Sam. xi. 1), the 
Syrian king would make war upon him once more. 


Vers. 23-34. Tue SEconD Victory.—vVers. 23, 24. The 
servants (ministers) of Benhadad persuaded their lord to enter 
upon a fresh campaign, attributing the defeat they had sustained 
to two causes, which could be set aside, viz. to the supposed 
nature of the gods of Israel, and to the position occupied by 
the vassal-kings in the army. The gods of Israel were moun- 
tain gods: when fighting with them upon the mountains, the 
Syrians had had to fight against and succumb to the power of 
these gods, whereas on the plain they would conquer, because 
the power of these gods did not reach so far. This notion con- 
cerning the God of Israel the Syrians drew, according to their 
ethnical religious ideas, from the fact that the sacred places of 
this God—not only the temple at Jerusalem upon Moriah, but 
also the altars of the high places—were erected upon mofin- 
tains; since heathenism really had its mountain deities, te. 
believed in gods who lived upon mountains and protected and 
conducted all that took place upon them (cf. Dougtei Analect. 
ss. 1.178, 179; Deyling, Observy. ss. iii. pp. 97 sqq.; Winer, 


CHAP. XX. 23-34. 265 


bibl. R. W. i. p. 154), and in Syropheenicia even mountains 
themselves had divine honours paid to them (vd. Movers, 
Phoniz. i. p. 667 sqq.). The servants of Benhadad were at 
any rate so far right, that they attributed their defeat to the 
assistance which God had given to His people Israel; and 
were only wrong in regarding the God of Israel as a local 
deity, whose power did not extend beyond the mountains. 
They also advised their lord (ver. 24) to remove the kings in 
his army from their position, and appoint governors in their 
stead (NinB, see ch. x. 15). The vassal-kings had most likely 
not shown the desired self-sacrifice for the cause of their superior 
in the war. And, lastly (ver. 25), they advised the king to raise 
his army to its former strength, and then carry on the war in 
the plain. “Number thyself an army, like the army which 
has fallen from thee.” ‘Nixd, “from with thee,” rendered cor- 
rectly de tuis in the Vulgate, at least so far as the sense is con- 
cerned (for the form see Ewald, § 264, 5). But these prudently- 
devised measures were to be of no avail to the Syrians; for 
they were to learn that the God of Israel was not a limited 
mountain-god.—Ver. 26. With the new year (see ver. 22) Ben- 
hadad advanced to Aphek again to fight against Israel. Aphek 
is neither the city of that name in the tribe of Asher (Josh. 
xix. 30 and xiii. 4), nor that on the mountains of Judah (Josh. 
xv. 53), but the city in the plain of Jezreel not far from Endor 
(1 Sam. xxix. 1 compared with xxviii. 4); since Benhadad had 
resolved that this time he would fight against Israel in the 
plain—Ver. 27. The Israelites, mustered and provided for 
(39393 ; supplied with ammunition and provisions), marched to 
meet them, and encamped before them “ like two little separate 
flocks of goats” (¢.e. severed from the great herd of cattle). 
They had probably encamped upon slopes of the mountains by 
the plain of Jezreel, where they looked like two miserable flocks 
of goats in contrast with the Syrians who filled the land.— 
Ver. 28. Then the man of God (the prophet mentioned in vers. 
13 and 22) came again to Ahab with the word of God: “ Be- 
cause the Syrians have said Jehovah is a mountain-God and not 
@ God of the valleys, I will give this great multitude into thy 
hand, that ye may know that I am Jehovah.”—Vers. 29, 30. 
After seven days the battle was fought. The Israelites smote 
the Syrians, a hundred thousand men in one day ; and when the 
rest fled to Aphek, into the city, the wall fell upon twenty-seven 
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thousand men, ta Sé xaxeivos nat otros pdOwow, o> OedaTOS 
9 waayn (Theodoret). The flying Syrians had probably some of 
them climbed the wall of the city to offer resistance to the 
Israelites in pursuit, and some of them sought to defend them- 
selves by taking shelter behind it. And during the conflict, 
through the special interposition of God, the wall fell and 
buried the Syrians who were there. The cause of the fall is 
not given. Thenins assumes that it was undermined, in order 
to remove all idea of any miraculous working of the omni- 
potence of God. Benhadad himself fled into the city “ room to 
room,” ze. from one room to another (cf. ch xxu. 25, 2 Chron. 
xviiL 24).— Vers. 31, 32. In this extremity his servants made 
the proposal to him, that trusting in the generosity of the kings 
of Israel, they should go and entreat Ahab to show favour to him. 
They clothed themselves in mourning apparel, and put ropes on 
their necks, as a sign of absolute surrender, and went to Ahab, 
praying for the life of their king) And Ahab felt so flattered 
by the fact that his powerful opponent was obliged to come and 
entreat his favour in this humble manner, that he gave him his 
life, without considering how a similar act on the part of Saul 
had been blamed by the Lord (1 Sam. xv. 9 sqq.). “Is he still 
alive? He is my brother!” was his answer to Benhadad’s ser- 
vants.—Ver. 33. And they laid hold of these words of Ahab as 
a good omen (3#N3), and hastened and bade him explain (ze. 
bade him quickly explain) ; 32055, whether (it had been uttered) 
from himself, ze. whether he had said it with all his heart 
(Maurer), and said, “ Benhadad is thy brother.” The az. Aey. bon, 
related to yon, exuere, signifies abstrahere, nudare, then figura- 
tively, aliquid facere nude, 1.c. sine pretextu, or aliquid nude, 2.e. 
sine fuco atque ambagibus testari, confirmare (cf. First, Concord. 
p. 398); then in the Talmud, to give an explanation (vd. Ges. 
thes. p. 476). This is perfectly applicable here, so that there is 
no necessity to alter the text, even if we thereby obtained a 
better meaning than Thenius with his explanation, “ they tore it 
out of him,” which he takes to be equivalent to “they laid hold 
of him by his word” (!!). Ahab thereupon ordered Benhadad to 
come and get up into his chariot—Ver. 34, Benhadad, in order 
to keep Ahab in this favourable mood, promised to give him 
back at once the cities which his father had taken away from 
Ahab’s father, and said, “Thou mayest make thyself roads in 
Damascus, as my father made in Samaria.” There is no account 
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of any war between Omri and Benhadad L; it is simply stated 
in ch. xv. 20 that Benhadad 1. had taken away several cities in 
Galilee from the Israelites during the reign of Baasha. This 
cannot be the war intended here, however, not indeed because 
of the expression ‘J'3N NX, since 18 might certainly be taken in 
a broader sense as referring to Baasha as an ancestor of Ahab, 
but chiefly on account of the statement that Benhadad had 
made himself roads in Samaria. This points to a war between 
Omri and Benhadad, after the building of Samaria into the 
capital of the kingdom, of which no account has been preserved. 
ip nisn BY, “to make himself roads,” cannot be understood as 
Teferring either to fortifications and military posts, or to roads 
for cattle and free pasturage in the Syrian kingdom, since 
Samaria and Damascus were cities; nor can it signify the estab- 
lishment of custom-houses, but only the clearing of portions of 
the city for the purpose of trade and free intercourse (Cler., Ges., — 
etc.), or for the establishment of bazaars, which would occupy 
a whole street (Bottcher, Thenius; see also Movers, Phonizier, 
i, 3, p. 135).—* And I,” said Ahab, “will let thee go upon a 
covenant ” (a treaty on oath), and then made a covenant with 
him, giving him both life and liberty. Before ‘38i we must sup- 
ply in thought 38M& WDX*, This thoroughly impolitic proceed- 
ing on the part of Ahab arose not merely from a natural and 
inconsiderate generosity and credulity of mind (G. L. Bauer, 
Thenius), but from an unprincipled weakness, vanity, and blind- 
ness. To let a cruel and faithless foe go unpunished, was not 
only the greatest harshness to his own subjects, but open 
opposition to God, who had announced to him the victory, and 
delivered the enemy of His people into his hand.’ Even if 
Ahab had no express command from God to put Benhadad to 
death, as Saul had in 1 Sam. xv. 3, it was his duty to punish 
this bitter foe of Israel with death, if only to secure quiet for 
his own subjects ; as it was certainly to be foreseen that Ben- 
1 Clericus is correct in the explanation which he has given: ‘‘ Although, 
therefore, this act of Ahab had all the appearance of clemency, it was not 
an act of true clemency, which ought not to be shown towards violent 
ageressors, who if released will do much more injury than before, as Ben- 
hadad really did. God had given the victory to Ahab, and delivered the 
guilty king into his hands, that he might inflict punishment upon him, not 
that he might treat him kindly. And Ahab, who had allowed so many 
prophets to be slain by his wife Jezebel, had no great clemency at other 
times.” 
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hadad would not keep the treaty which had been wrung from 
him by force, as was indeed very speedily proved (see ch. 
xxi. 1). 
Vers. 35-43. The verdict of God upon Ahab's conduct towards 
Benhadad.—Vers. 35, 36. A disciple of the prophets received 
instructions from God, to announce to the king that God would 
punish him for letting Benhadad go, and to do this, as Nathan 
had formerly done in the case of David (2 Sam. xu. 1 sqq.), by 
means of a symbolical action, whereby the king was led to pro- 
nounce sentence upon himself. The disciple of the prophets 
said to his companion, “in the word of Jehovah,” t.e. by virtue 
of a revelation from God (see at ch. xili. 2), “Smite me ;” and 
when the friend refused to smite him, he announced to him 
that because of this disobedience to the voice of the Lord, after 
his departure from him a lion would meet him and smite him, 
' «4e. would kill him; a threat which was immediately fulfilled. 
This occurrence shows with how severe a punishment all oppo- 
sition to the commandments of God to the prophets was followed, 
as a warning for others; just as in the similar occurrence in 
ch. xiii, 24.—Ver.327. The disciple of the prophets then asked 
another to smite him, and he smote him, “ smiting and wound- 
ing,” ze. so that he not only smote, but also wounded him (eid. 
Ewald, § 280, a). He wished to be smitten and wounded, not 
to disguise himself, or that he might be able to appeal loudly 
to the king for help to obtain his rights, as though he had 
suffered some wrong (Ewald), nor merely to assume the decep- 
tive appearance of a warrior returning from the battle (Thenius), 
but to show to Ahab symbolically what he had to expect from 
Benhadad whom he had released (C. a Lap., Calm., etc.).—Ver. 
38. With these wounds he placed himself in the king’s path, 
and disguised himself (WBN. as in 1 Sam. xxviii. 8) by a ban- 
dage over his eyes. “5 does not mean ashes (Syr., Vulg., Luth., 
etc.), but corresponds to the Chaldee 875d, head-band, reAauow 
(LXX.).—Vers. 39, 40. When the king passed by, he cried 
out to him and related the following fictitious tale: He 
had gone to the war, and a man had come aside to him (310 
as in Ex. ii. 3, Judg. xiv. 8, etc.), and had given a man (@ 
prisoner) into his care with this command, that he was to watch 
him, and if he should be missing he was to answer for his life 
with his own life, or to pay a talent of silver (as a punish- 
ment). The rest may be easily imagined, namely the request 
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to be saved from this punishment. Ahab answered (ver. 40), {3 
yoavD, “thus thy sentence, thou hast decided,” «e. thou hast 
pronounced thine own sentence, and must endure the punish- 
ment stated—Vers. 41, 42. Then the disciple of the prophets 
drew the bandage quickly from his eyes, so that the king 
recognised him as a prophet, and announced to him the word © 
of the Lord: “ Because thou hast let go out of thy hand the 
man of my ban (z.e. Benhadad, who has fallen under my ban), 
thy life shall stand for his life, and thy people for his people,” 
ae. the destruction to which Benhadad was devoted will fall 
upon thee and thy people. The expression ‘DIN-wS (man of 
my ban) showed Ahab clearly enough what ought to have been 
done with Benhadad. A person on whom the ban was pro- 
nounced was to be put to death (Lev. xxvii. 29).—Ver 43. 
The king therefore went home, and returned sullen (10, from 
1D) and morose to Samaria. 


CHAP. XXI. THE MURDER AND ROBBERY OF NABOTII. 


After these events Ahab was seized with such a desire for a 
vineyard which was situated near his palace at Jezreel, that 
when Naboth, the owner of the vineyard, refused to part with 
his paternal inheritance, he became thoroughly dejected, until 
his wife Jezebel paved the way for the forcible seizure of the 
desired possession by the shameful execution of Naboth (vers. 
1-15). But when Ahab was preparing to take possession of 
the vineyard, Elijah came to meet him with the announcement, 
that both he and his wife would be visited by the Lord with a 
bloody death for this murder and robbery, and that his idolatry 
would be punished with the extermination of all his house 
(vers. 16-26). Ahab was so affected by this, that he humbled 
himself before God ; whereupon the Lord told Elijah, that the 
threatened judgment should not burst upon his house till after 
Ahab’s death (vers. 27-29). 

Vers. 1-15.—Ahab wanted to obtain possession of the vine- 
yard of Naboth, which was in Jezreel (WWS refers to 013), near 
the palace of the king, either in exchange for another vineyard 
or for money, that he might make a vegetable garden of it. 
From the fact that Ahab is called the king of Samaria we may 
infer that Jezreel, the present Zerin (see at Josh. xix. 18), was 
only a summer residence of the king—Ver. 3. Naboth refused 
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to part with the vineyard, because it was the inheritance of his 
fathers, that is to say, on religious grounds (nimp *p md*>n), be- 
cause the sale of a paternal inheritance was forbidden in the 
law (Lev. xxv. 23-28; Num xxxvi. 7 sqq.). He was _ there- 
fore not merely at liberty as a personal right to refuse the 
king’s proposal, but bound by the commandment of God.— 
Ver. 4. Instead of respecting this tender feeling of shrinking 
from the transgression of the law and desisting from his covet- 
ing, Ahab went home, ze. to Samaria (cf ver. 8), sullen and 
morose (AYN 1D as in ch. xx. 43), lay down upon his bed, turned 
his face (viz. to the wall; cf. 2 Kings xx. 2)—“ after the manner 
of sorrowful persons, who shrink from and refuse all conversa- 
tion, and even the sight of others” (Seb. Schmidt)—and did 
not eat. This childish mode of giving expression to his dis- 
pleasure at Naboth’s refusal to comply with his wish, shows 
very clearly that Ahab was a man sold under sin (ver. 20), who 
only wanted the requisite energy to display the wickedness of 
his. heart in vigorous action.—Vers. 5-7. When Jezebel learned 
the cause of Ahab’s ill-humour, she said to him, “ Thou, dost 
thou now exercise royal authority over Israel?” AN is placed 
first for the sake of emphasis, and the sentence is to be taken as 
an ironical question, as it has been by the LXX. “I (af thou 
hast not courage enough to act) will procure thee the vineyard 
of Naboth the Jezreelite."—-Vers. 8, 9. The shameless woman 
then wrote a letter in the name of Ahab, sealed it below with 
the royal seal, which probably bore the king’s signature and 
was stamped upon the writing instead of signing the name, as is 
done at the present day among Arabs, Turks, and Persians (wd. 
Paulsen, Reg. der Morgenl. p. 295 sqq.), to give it the character 
of a royal command (cf. Esther viii. 13, Dan. vi. 17), and sent 
this letter (the Chethib D750 is correct, and the Keri has 
arisen from @ misunderstanding) to the elders and nobles of his 
town (i.e. the members of the magistracy, Deut. xvi. 18), who 
lived near Naboth, and therefore had an opportunity to watch 
his mode of life, and appeared to be the most suitable persons to 
institute the charge that was to be brought against him. The 
letter ran thus: “ Proclaim a fast, and set Naboth at the head of 
the people, and set two worthless men opposite to him, that they 
may give evidence against him: Thou hast blasphemed God 
and king; and lead him out and stone him, that he may die.” 
Jezebel ordered the fasting for a sign, as though some public 
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crime or heavy load of guilt rested upon the city, for which it 
was necessary that it should humble itself before God (1 Sam. 
vi 6). The intention was, that at the very outset the appear- 
ance of justice should be given to the legal process about to be 
instituted in the eyes of all the citizens, and the- stamp of 
veracity impressed upon the crime of which Naboth was to be 
accused. OPT WI... WIN, “ seat him at the head of the 
people,” ae. bring him to the court of justice as a defendant 
before all the people. The expression may be explained from 
the fact, that a sitting of the elders was appointed for judicial 
business, in which Naboth and the witnesses who were to 
accuse him of blasphemy took part seated. To preserve the 
appearance of justice, two witnesses were appointed, according 
to the law in Deut. xvii. 6, 7, xix. 15, Num xxxv. 30; but 
worthless men, as at the trial of Jesus (Matt. xxvi. 60). 2 
Dox, to bless God, ie. to bid Him farewell, to dismiss Him, as 
in Job ii. 9, equivalent to blaspheming God. God and king 
are mentioned together, like God and prince in Ex. xxii. 27, 
to make it possible to accuse Naboth of transcressing this law, 
and to put him to death as a blasphemer of God, according to 
Deut, xiii 11 and xvii. 5, where the punishment of stoning is 
awarded to idolatry as a practical denial of God. Blaspheming 
the king is not to be taken as a second crime to be added to the 
blasphemy of God; but blaspheming the king, as the visible 
Tepresentative of God, was co ipso also blaspheming God.— 
Vers. 11-13. The elders of Jezreel executed this command 
without delay ; a striking proof both of deep moral corruption 
and of slavish fear of the tyranny of the ruthless queen.— 
Vers, 14, 15. When the report of Naboth’s execution was 
brought to her, she called upon Ahab to take possession of his 
vineyard (#1 =, Deut. ii 24). As Naboth’s sons were put 
to death at the same time, according to 2 Kings ix. 26, the 
king was able to confiscate his property ; not, indeed, on any 
rule laid down in the Mosaic law, but according to a principle 
involved in the very idea of high treason. Since, for example, 
in the case of blasphemy the property of the criminal was 
forfeited to the Lord as cherem (Deut. xiii 16), the property 
of traitors was regarded as forfeited to the king. 

Vers. 16-26. But when Ahab went down to Jezreel to 
take possession of the vineyard of Naboth, Elijah came to meet 
him by the command of God, with the word of the Lord, 
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“ Hast thou murdered and also taken possession?” The ques- 
tion served to sharpen his conscience, since Ahab was obliged 
to admit the fact. {ipWa WX means “ who lives at Samaria,” 
for when Elijah came to meet him, Ahab was in Jezreel. 
Elijah then said to him still further: “Thus saith the Lord: 
In the place where the dogs have licked the blood of Naboth, 
will they also lick thine, yea, thy blood.” MAN D3 serves as 
an emphatic repetition of the suffix (cf. Ges. § 121,3). This 
threat was only so far fulfilled upon Ahab, from the compassion 
of God, and in consequence of his humbling himself under the 
divine judgment (vers, 27-29), that dogs licked his blood at 
Samaria when the carriage was washed in which he had died (ch. 
xxii. 38); but it was literally fulfilled in the case of his son 
Joram, whose corpse was cast into Naboth’s piece of ground 
(2 Kings ix. 25, 26).—Ver. 20. Ahab answered, “ Hast thou 
found me (met with me), O mine enemy ?” (not, hast thou ever 
found me thine enemy ?—Vulg., Luth.) ze. dost thou come to 
meet me again, mine enemy? He calls Elijah his enemy, to 
take the sting from the prophet’s threat as an utterance caused 
by personal enmity. But Elijah fearlessly replied, “I have 
found (thee), because thou sellest thyself to do evil in the eyes 
of the Lord.” He then announced to him, in vers. 21, 22, the 


have no will of one’s own, to make one’s self the slave of evil 
(cf. ver. 25, 2 Kings xvii. 17). The consequence of this is 
metpacbat tro Thy dpaptiay (Rom. vii. 14), sin exercising un- 
limited power over the man who gives himself up to it asa 
slave. For vers. 21, 22, see ch. xiv. 10, 11, xv. 29, 30, xvi 3, 
12,13. The threat concerning Jezebel (ver. 23) was literally 
fulfilled, according to 2 Kings ix. 30 sqq. 4, written defectively 
for "NM, as in 2 Sam. xx. 15, is properly the open space by the 
town-wall, pomerium. Instead of ona we have pena in the 
repetition of this threat in 2 Kings ix. 10, 36, 37, and con- 
sequently Thenius and others propose to alter the Qn here. But 
there is no necessity for this, as pona, on the portion, ze. the 
town-land, of Jezreel (not, in the field at Jezreel),is only a more 
general epithet denoting the locality, and on is proved to be the 
original word by the LXX.—Vers. 25 and 26 contain a reflec- 
tion on the part of the historian concerning Ahab’s ungodly 
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conduct, whereby he brought such an ignominious end upon 
himself and his house. ‘121 7" N? p1, “ only there has not been 
(one) like Ahab,” z.e. there was no one else like Ahab, “ who 
sold himself,” etc. 00 for 7D], from mp, to entice, to seduce 
or lead astray (cf. Ewald, § 114, a, and Ges. § 72, Anm. 6). 
am, and he acted abominably. -Amorites: for Canaanites, as in 
Gen. xv. 16, ete. 

Vers. 27-29. This terrible threat made such an impression 
upon Ahab, that he felt deep remorse, and for a time at least 
was sincerely penitent. Rending the clothes, putting on the 
mourning garment of hair (P¥), and fasting, are frequently 
mentioned as external signs of humiliation before God or of 
deep mourning on account of sin. ON 7M, he walked about 
lightly (slowly), like one in deep trouble. This repentance was 
neither hypocritical, nor purely external; but it was sincere , 
even if if was not lasting and produced no real conversion. 
For the Lord Himself acknowledged it to be humiliation before 
Him (ver. 29), and said to Elijah, that because of it He would 
not bring the threatened calamity upon Ahab’s house in his own 
lifetime, but only in the days of his son. ‘3% for 8°38, as in 
ver. 21. 


CHAP. XXII. WAR OF AHAB AND JEHOSHAPHAT AGAINST THE SYRIANS, 
AND DEATH OF AHAB. REIGNS OF JEHOSHAPHAT OF JUDAH AND 
AHAZIAH OF ISRAEL. 


Vers. 1-40. ALLIED CAMPAIGN OF AHAB AND JEHOSHAPHAT 
AGAINST THE SYRIANS AT RAMOTH, AND DEATH OF AHAB (com- 
pare 2 Chron. xviii. 2-34)—Ver. 1. “ And they rested three 
years ; there was no war between Aram and Israel.” 3% here 
is to keep quiet, to undertake nothing, as in Judg. v. 17, etc. 
The subject to 322 is Aram and Israel mentioned in the second 
clause. The length of time given here points back to the end 
of the war described in ch. xx.—Vers. 2-4. In the third year 
(not necessarily “ towards the end of it,” as Thenius supposes, for 
Jehoshaphat’s visit preceded the renewal of the war) Jehoshaphat 
visited the king of Israel, with whom he had already formed 
4 marriage alliance by marrying his son to Ahab’s daughter 
(2 Chron. xviii. 1; 2 Kings viii. 18). Ahab then said to his 
servants that the king of Syria had kept the city of Ramoth in 
Gilead (probably situated on the site of the present Szalt: see at 
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Deut. iv. 43), which he ought to have given up, according to the 
conditions of the peace in ch. xx. 34, and asked Jehoshaphat 
whether he would go with him to the war against Ramoth, which 
the latter promised to do. “I as thou, my people as thy people, 
my horses as thy horses;” 1¢ I am at thy service with the whole 
of my military power. In the place of the last words we have 
therefore in the Chronicles mpnoD3 Os, “I am with thee in the 
war,” ze. I will assist thee in the war—vVers. 5, 6. But as Jeho- 
shaphat wished also to inquire the word of the Lord concerning 
the war, Ahab gathered together about 400 prophets, who all 
predicted as out of one mouth a prosperous result to the cam- 
paign. These 400 prophets are neither the 400 prophets of 
Asherah who had not appeared upon Carmel when Elijah was 
there (ch. xviii. 19, 20), nor prophets of Baal, as some of the 
earlier commentators supposed, since Ahab could not inquire of 
them Tim 7327NX On the other hand, they were not “ true 
prophets of Jehovah and disciples of the prophets” (Cler., Then.), 
but prophets of the Jehovah worshipped under the image of an 
ox, who practised prophesying as a trade without any call from 
God, and even if they were not in the pay of the idolatrous 
kings of Israel, were at any rate in their service. For Jehosha- 
phat did not recognise them as genuine prophets of Jehovah, 
but inquired whether there was not such a prophet still in exist- 
ence (ver. 7), that they might inquire the will of the Lord of 
him (inixd).—vVer. 8. Ahab then named to him one, but one 
whom he hated, because he never prophesied good concerning 
him, but only evil, namely, Micah the son of Jimlah. Josephus 
and the Rabbins suppose him to have been the prophet, whose 
name is not given, who had condemned Aheb in the previous 
war for setting Benhadad at liberty (ch. xx. 35 sqq.). But there 
is no foundation for this, and it is mere conjecture. At any rate, 
Ahab had already come to know Micah as a prophet of evil, and, 
as is evident from ver. 26, had had him imprisoned on account 
of an unwelcome prophecy. Ahab’s dislike to this prophet had 
its root in the belief, which was connected with heathen notions 
of prophecy and conjuring, that the prophets stood in such 8 
relation to the Deity that the latter necessarily fulfilled their will; 
@ belief which had arisen from the fact that the predictions of 
true prophets always came to pass (see at Num. xxii. 6 and 17). 

1 Just as Agamemnon says to Calchas in JU. iv. 106: eavrs xexay, od wurxeti 
Os TCO xpHyvOD tlTac, 4.7.2. 
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— Ver. 9. By Jehoshaphat’s desire, Ahab nevertheless sent a 
chamberlain (0D; see at 1 Sam. viii. 15 and Gen. xxxvii. 36) 
to fetch Micah (MND, bring quickly).—Vers. 10-12. In the 
meantime the prophets of the calves continued to prophesy 
success before the two kings, who sat upon thrones “clothed 
in robes,” ze. in royal attire, upon a floor in front of the gate of 
Samaria. 3, a threshing-floor, 7. a levelled place in the open 
air. In order to give greater effect to their announcement, one 
of them, named Zedekiyah the son of Cnaanah, made himself 
iron horns, probably iron spikes held upon the head (Thenius), 
and said, “ With these wilt thou thrust down Aram even to 
destruction.” This symbolical action was an embodiment of 
the figure used by Moses in the blessing of Joseph (Deut. xxxiii. 
17): “ Buffalo horns are his (Joseph’s) horns, with them he 
thrusts down nations” (vid. Hengstenberg, Beitrr. ii. p. 131), 
and was intended to transfer to Ahab in the case before them 
that splendid promise which applied to the tribe of Ephraim. 
But the pseudo-prophet overlooked the fact that the fulfil- 
ment of the whole of the blessing of Moses was dependent upon 
fidelity to the Lord. All the rest of the prophets adopted the 
same tone, saying, “Go to Ramoth, and prosper,” z.e. and thou 
wilt prosper. (On this use of two imperatives see Ges. § 130, 2). 
—Vers. 13, 14. The messenger who fetched Micah tried on the 
way to persuade him to prophesy success to the king as the other 
prophets had done; but Micah replied with a solemn oath, that 
he would only speak what Jehovah said to him. 

Vers. 15—28. Micah’s prophecy concerning the war, aia his 
testimony against the lying prophets.—Vers. 15,16. When Micah 
had come into the presence of the king, he replied to his ques- 
tion, “ Shall we go against Ramoth ?” etc., in just the same words 
as the pseudo-prophets, to show the king how he would speak if 
he were merely guided by personal considerations, as the others 
were. From the verbal agreement in his reply, and probably 
also from the tone in which he spoke, Ahab perceived that his 
words were ironical, and adjured him to speak only truth in the 
name of Jehovah. Micah then told him what he had seen in the 
spirit (ver. 17): “I saw all Israel scatter itself upon the moun- 
tains, as sheep that have no shepherd ;” and then added the word 
of the Lord: “These have no master; let them return every one 
to his house in peace.” That is to say, Ahab would fall in the 
war against Ramoth in Gilead, and his army scatter itself with- 
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out a leader upon the mountains of Gilead, and then every one 
would return home, without being pursued and slain by the enemy. 
_ Whilst Zedekiyah attempted to give greater emphasis to his pro- 
phecy by symbolically transferring to Ahab’s enterprise the success 
predicted by Moses, Micah, on the other hand, showed to the king 
out of the law what would really take place in the intended war, 
namely, that very state of things which Moses before his departure 
sought to avert from Israel, by the prayer that the Lord would set 
aman over the congregation to lead them out and in, that the 
congregation might not become as sheep that have no shepherd 
(Num. xxvii. 16, 17).—Ver. 18. But although Ahab had asked 
for a true word of the Lord, yet he endeavoured to attribute the 
unfavourable prophecy to Micah’s personal enmity, saying to 
Jehoshaphat, “Did I not tell thee that he prophesies nothing 
good concerning me, but only evil (misfortune) ?”——Vers. 19 sqq. 
Micah was not led astray, however, by this, but disclosed to him 
by a further revelation the hidden ground of the false prophecy 
of his 400 prophets. ‘i you 139, “therefore, sc. because thou 
thinkest so, hear the word of Jehovah: I saw the Lord sit upon 
His throne, and all the army of heaven stand around Him (1tY 
yoy as in Gen. xviii. 8, etc.) on His right hand and on His left. 
And the Lord said, Who will persuade Ahab to go up and fall 
at Ramoth in Gilead? and one spake so, the other so; and the 
spirit came forth (from the ranks of the rest), stood before 
Jehovah, and said, I will persuade him. . . I will go out and bea 
lying spirit in the mouth of all his prophets. And He (Jehovah) 
sald, Persuade, and thou wilt also be able; go forth and do so. 
And now Jehovah has put a lying spirit into the mouth of all 
his prophets ; but Jehovah (Himself) has spoken evil (through 
‘ me) concerning thee.” The vision described by Micah was not 
merely a subjective drapery introduced by the prophet, but a 
simple communication of the real inward vision by which the 
fact had been revealed to him, that the prophecy of those 400 
prophets was inspired by a lying spirit. The spirit (71) which 
inspired these prophets as a lying spirit is neither Satan, nor any 
evil spirit whatever, but, as the definite article and the whole of 
the context show, the personified spirit of prophecy, which is only 
so far a mvedya axdbaprov tis wAavns (Zech. xiii. 2; 1 John 
iv. 6) and under the influence of Satan as it works as \PY ™M 
in accordance with the will of God. For even the predictions 
of the false prophets, as we may see from the passage before us, 
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and also from Zech. xiii 2 and the scriptural teaching in other 
passages concerning the spiritual principle of evil, were not mere 
inventions of human reason and fancy; but the false prophets 
as well as the true were governed by a supernatural spiritual 
principle, and, according to divine appointment, were under the 
influence of the evil spirit in the service of falsehood, just as the 
true prophets were moved by the Holy Spirit in the service of 
the Lord. The manner in which the supernatural influence of 
the lying spirit upon the false prophets is brought out in Micah’s 
vision is, that the spirit of prophecy ("~#123n mM) offers itself to 
deceive Ahab as 7?¥ ™ in the false prophets. Jehovah sends 
this spirit, inasmuch as the deception of Ahab has been inflicted 
upon him as a judgment of God for his unbelief. But there is 
no statement here to the effect that this lying spirit proceeded 
from Satan, because the object of the prophet was simply to bring 
out the working of God in the deception practised, upon Ahab by 
his prophets——The words of Jehovah, “ Persuade Ahab, thou wilt 
be able,” and “ Jehovah has put a lying spirit,” etc., are not to 
be understood as merely expressing the permission of God, as the 
fathers and the earlier theologians suppose. According to the 
Scriptures, God does work evil, but without therefore willing it 
and bringing forth sin. The prophet’s view is founded upon this 
thought: Jehovah has ordained that Ahab, being led astray by a 
prediction of his prophets inspired by the spirit of lies, shall enter 
upon the war, that he may find therein the punishment of his 
ungodliness. As he would not listen to the word of the Lord in 
the mouth of His true servants, God had given him up (srapédmxer, 
Rom. i. 24, 26, 28) in his unbelief to the working of the spirits 
of lying. But that this did not destroy the freedom of the human 
will is evident from the expression "MBA, “thou canst persuade 
him,” and still more clearly from 5337 D3, “thou wilt also be 
able,” since they both presuppose the possibility of resistance to 
temptation on the part of man. 

Zedekiah was so enraged at this unveiling of the spirit of 
lying by which the pseudo-prophets were impelled, that he 
smote Micah upon the cheek, and said (ver. 24): “ Where did the 
Spirit of Jehovah depart from me, to speak to thee?” To Is 
the Chronicles add as an explanation, 777: “ by what way had 
he gone from me?” (cf. 2 Kings iii 8, and Ewald, § 326, a.) 
Zedekiah was conscious that he had not invented his prophecy 
himself, and therefore it was that he rose up with such audacity 
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against Micah ; but he only proved that it was not the Spirit of 
God which inspired him. If he had been inspired by the Spirit 
of the Lord, he would not have thought it necessary to try and 
give effect to his words by rude force, but he would have left the 
defence of his cause quietly to the Lord, as Micah did, who calmly 
replied to the zealot thus (ver. 25): “Thou wilt see it (that the 
Spirit of Jehovah had departed from thee) on the day when 
thou shalt go from chamber to chamber to hide thyself” (Aann 
for 820i, see Ges. § 75, Anm. 21). This was probably fulfilled 
at the close of the war, when Jezebel or the friends of Ahab 
made the pseudo-prophets suffer for the calamitous result ; 
although there is nothing said about this in our history, which 
confines itself to the main facts.—Vers. 26, 27. But Ahab had 
Micah taken back to Amon the commander of the city, and to 
Joash the king’s son, with the command to put him in prison 
and to feed him with bread and water of affliction, till he 
came safe back (Didwa) from the war. From the expression 
wn, “lead him back,” it evidently follows that Micah had 
been fetched from the commander of the city, who had no 
doubt kept him in custody, as the city-prison was probably in 
his house. The opposite cannot be inferred from the words 
“put him into the prison ;” for this command, when taken in 
connection with what follows, simply enjoins a more severe 
imprisonment.—Ver. 28. In his consciousness of the divine 
truth of his announcement, Micah left the king with these 
words: “If thou come back safe, Jehovah has not spoken by 
me. Hear it, all ye nations.” D°SY does not mean people, for 
it is only in the antique language of the Pentateuch that the 
word has this meaning, but nations; and Micah thereby in- 
vokes not only the persons present as witnesses of the truth of 
his words, but the nations generally, Israel and the surround- 
ing nations, who were to discern the truth of his word from the 
events which would follow (see at Mic. i. 2). 

Vers. 29-40. The issue of the war, and death of Ahab.—Ver. 
29. Ahab, disregarding Micah’s prophecy, went on with the ex- 
pedition, and was even joined by Jehoshaphat, of whom we 
should have thought that, after what had occurred, he at any 
rate would have drawn back. He was probably deterred by 
false shame, however, from retracting the unconditional promise 
of help which he had given to Ahab, merely in consequence 
of a prophetic utterance, which Ahab had brought against his 
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own person from Micah’s subjective dislike. But Jehoshaphat 
narrowly escaped paying the penalty for it with his life (ver. 
32), and on his fortunate return to Jerusalem had to listen to a. 
severe reproof from the prophet Jehu in consequence (2 Chron. 
xix. 2).—Vers. 30, 31. And even Ahab could not throw off a 
certain fear of the fulfilment of Micah’s prophecy. He there- 
fore resolved to go to the battle in disguise, that he might not 
be recognised by the enemy. 82) Yann (“disguise myself and 
go into the battle,” «.. I will go into the battle in disguise): an 
enfin. absol.—a broken but strong form of expression, which is 
frequently used for the imperative, but very rarely for the first 
person of the voluntative (cf. Ewald, §.328, c), and which is 
probably employed here to express the anxiety that impelled 
Ahab to take so much trouble to ensure his own safety. 
(Luther has missed the meaning in his version; in the 
Chronicles, on the contrary, it is correctly given.) 32) AN, 
“but do thou put on thy clothes.” These words are not to be 
taken as a command, but simply in this sense: “thou mayest 
(canst) put on thy (royal) dress, since there is no necessity for 
thee to take any such precautions as I have to take.” There 
is no ground for detecting any cunning, vafrities, on the part of 
Ahab in these words, as some of the older commentators have 
done, as though he wished thereby to divert the predicted evil 
from himself to Jehoshaphat. But we may see very clearly that 
Ahab had good reason to be anxious about his life, from the 
command of the Syrian king to the captains of his war-chariots 
(ver. 31) to fight chiefly against the king of Israel. We can- 
not infer from this, however, that Ahab was aware of the com- 
mand. The measure adopted by him may be sufficiently 
accounted for from his fear of the fulfilment of Micah’s evil 
prophecy, to which there may possibly have been added some 
personal offence that had been given on his part to the Syrian 
king in connection with the negotiations concerning the sur- 
render of Ramoth, which had no doubt preceded the war. The 
thirty-two commanders of the war-chariots and cavalry are, no 
doubt, the commanders who had taken the place of the thirty- 
two kings (ch. xxi 24). “Fight not against small and great, 
but against the king of Israel only,” 2.¢e. endeavour above all 
others to fight against the king of Israel and to slay him.— 
Vers. 32, 33. And when the leaders of the war-chariots saw 
Jehoshaphat in the battle in his royal clothes, they took him 
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for the king of Israel (Ahab), and pressed upon him. Then 
Jehoshaphat cried out; and from this they perceived that -he 
was not the king of Israel, and turned away from him. 6m 
‘AS VOX, “and they thought, it is only (¢e no other than) 
the king of Israel.” 2y 110, “they bent upon him.” Instead 
of this we have in the Chronicles Y9y 33D’, “ they surrounded 
him,” and Thenius proposes to alter our text to this; but there 
is no necessity for doing so, as "3D also occurs in a similar sense 
and connection in ch. xx. 39. How far Jehoshaphat was saved 
by his crying out, is not precisely stated. He probably cried 
out to his followers to come to his aid, from which the Syrians 
discovered that he was not the king of Israel, whom they were 
in search of. The chronicler adds (ch. ii. 18, 31): “and the 
Lord helped him and turned them off from him;” thus believ- 
ingly tracing the rescue of the king to its higher causality, 
though without our having any right to infer from this that 
Jehoshaphat cried aloud to God for‘help, which is not implied 
in the words of the Chronicles.—Ver. 34. But notwithstanding 
the precaution he had taken, Ahab did not escape the judgment 
of God. “A man drew his bow in his simplicity ” (itn? as in 
2 Sam. xv. 11), ze. without trying to hit any particular man, 
“and shot the king of Israel between the skirts and the coat 
of mail” O29 are “joints by which the iron thorax was 
attached to the hanging skirt, which covered the abdomen” 
(Cler.). The true coat of mail covered only the breast, to some- 
where about the last rib; and below this it had an appendage 
(skirts) consisting of moveable joints. Between this appendage 
and the true coat of mail there was a groove through which 
the arrow passed, and, entering the abdomen, inflicted upon the 
king a mortal wound; so that he said to his charioteer: 757 
TT, verte manus tuas, te. turn round (cf. 2 Kings ix. 23). The 
Chethib VT (plural) is the only correct reading, since the driver 
held the reins in both his hands. ‘n2n7 ‘2: for I am wounded. 
— Ver. 35. “And the conflict ascended,” 7.¢. became more 
violent. The use of the verb Mey in this sense may be ac- 
counted for on the supposition that it is founded upon the 
figure of a rising stream, which becomes more and more impe- 
tuous the higher it rises (vid. Isa. viii. 7). “ And the king was 
stationed (z.e. remained or kept himself in an upright posture) 
upon the chariot before the Syrians,” that he might not dis- 
hearten his soldiers, “and died in the evening, and poured the 
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blood of the wounds in the middle hollow (PM) of the chariot.” 
—Ver. 36. Towards sunset the cry went through the army 
(NBN, the army drawn up in battle array), “ Every one into 
his city and into his land !”—In ver. 37 the historian shows 
how the word of the Lord was fulfilled in the case of Ahab. 
“Thus the king died and came to Samaria:” equivalent to, 
thus the king reached Samaria dead ; and he was buried there. 
—Ver. 38. When they washed the chariot at the pool of 
Samaria, the dogs licked his blood, while the harlots were 
bathing (in the pool). 3877 N13 is a circumstantial clause, and 
Y™ means to bathe, as in Ex. 11.5. This explanation, which is 
sustained by the grammar and is the only tenable one, disposes 
of the several arbitrary interpretations of these words, together 
with the emendations of the text of which Thenius is so fond. 
Im this way was the word of the Lord through Elijah (ch. xxi. 
19) and the unknown prophet (ch. xx. 42) fulfilled; also the 
prediction of Micah (ver. 17). Ahab had paid the penalty 
with his own life for sparing the life of Benhadad (ch. xx. 42), 
and his blood was licked up by the dogs (ch. xxi. 19). The 
fact that the dogs licked up the blood and the harlots were 
bathing in the pool, when the chariot that was stained with the 
blood of Ahab was being washed, is mentioned as a sign of the 
ignominious contempt which was heaped upon him at his death. 
—Vers. 39, 40. Close of Ahab’s history. We have no further 
account of his buildings. “The ivory palace,” «ze. the palace 
inlaid with ivory, he had probably built in his capital Samaria 
(cf. Amos iii 15). 


Vers. 41-50. REIGN oF JEHOSHAPHAT oF JUDAH. — The 
account of this in the books before us is a very condensed one. 
Beside the two campaigns in which he joined with Ahab and 
Joram of Israel against the Syrians and Moabites, and which are 
described in the history of the kingdom of Israel (ch. xxii. 1-35 
and 2 Kings iii), we have simply a short notice of his attempt 
to restore the trade with Ophir, and a general statement of the 
spirit of his reign ; whereas we learn from the extract preserved 
in the Chronicles from the annals of the kings, that he also 
carried on a victorious war against the Edomites and Ammonites 
(2 Chron. xx.), and did a great deal to promote the spread of 
the knowledge of the law among his people, and to carry out 
the restoration of a better administration of justice, and to 
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improve the condition of the army (2 Chron. xvii and xix). 
—Vers. 41-44, which give the age of Jehoshaphat when he 
ascended the throne, and the duration and character of his reign, 
are also found with slight deviations in 2 Chron. xx. 31-33, m 
the closing summary of the history of his reign —-Ver. 43. “ He 
walked entirely in the way of his father Asa and departed not 
from it, to do what was well-pleasing to the Lord,” whereas 
Asa’s heart had become more estranged from the Lord in the 
last years of his reign (see ch. xv. 18 sqq.)——On the worship 
of the high places (ver. 43), see at ch. xv. 14.—-Ver. 44. He 
maintained peace with the king of Israel, z.e. with every one of 
the Israelitish kings who were contemporaneous with him, viz. 
Ahab, Ahaziah, and Joram, whereas hitherto the two kingdoms 
had assumed an attitude of hostility towards each other. Even 
if this friendly bearing towards Israel was laudable in itself, 
Jehoshaphat went beyond the bounds of what was allowable, 
since he formed a marriage alliance with the house of Ahab, by 
letting his son Joram marry a daughter of Ahab and Jezebel 
(2 Chron. xviii. 1).—Ver. 45. The brave deeds (773239) which 
he performed include both his efforts to strengthen his kingdom, 
partly by raising fortifications and organizing the military force, 
and partly by instructing the people in the law and improving 
the administration of justice (2 Chron. xvii. 7-19 and xix. 4-11), 
and also the wars which he waged, viz. the expeditions already 
mentioned.—For ver. 46 see ch. xv. 12.—Ver. 47. “ There 
was (then) no (real) king in Edom ; a vicegerent was king,” ie. 
governed the country. This remark is introduced here merely 
on account of what follows, namely, to show how it was that 
Jehoshaphat was able to attempt to restore the maritime trade 
with Ophir. If we observe this connection between the verse 
before us and what follows, we cannot infer from it, as Ewald 
does (Gresch. ili. pp. 464 and 474 sqq.), that the Edomites with 
Egyptian help had forced from Rehoboam both their liberty and 
also their right to have a king of their own blood, and had re- 
mained in this situation till Jehoshaphat completely subjugated 
them again. (See the remarks on ch. xi. 21, 22.) All that 
can be gathered from 2 Chron. xx. is, that the Edomites, in 
league with the Ammonites and other desert tribes, made an 
incursion into Judah, and therefore tried to throw off the supre- 
macy of Judah, but did not succeed in their attempt. Vers. 
48, 49. The brief notice concerning Jehoshaphat’s attempt to 
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build Tarshish ships (for the word, see p. 150) for the voyage 
to Ophir is expanded in 2 Chron. xx. 36, 37, where we learn 
that Jehoshaphat had allied himself with Ahaziah of Israel for 
this purpose, and that the prophet Eliezer predicted the destruc- 
tion of his ships on account of this alliance. When the ships 
had been broken in pieces in Eziongeber, no doubt by a storm, 
Ahaziah made this fresh proposal to him: “Let my people sail 
with thy people ;” but Jehoshaphat would not. Ahaziah evi- 
dently wanted to persuade Jehoshaphat to make another attempt, 
after the destruction of the ships which were first built; but 
Jehoshaphat did not agree to it any more, because it was im- 
possible for him, after the fulfilment of Eliezer’s prediction, to 
expect a more favourable result. Thus the two accounts can be 
harmonized in a very simple manner, with the exception of the 
words “ to go to Tarshish,” which we find in the Chronicles in 
the place of “to go to Ophir,” the reading in our text, and 
which sprang from an erroneous interpretation of the expression 
“ships of Tarshish” (see above, p. 150). The Chethid rwy 
is an error of the pen for "Yp (Keri); but 3%) (Chethib) is not 
to be altered into 4123, since the construction of a singular verb 
with the subject following in the plural is by no means rare 
(vid. Ewald, § 317, a). On Eziongeber and Ophir, see at ch. 
ix. 26 and 28. 


Vers. 51-53. REIGN oF AHAZIAH OF ISRAEL.—Ver. 51. For 
the datum “in the seventeenth year of Jehoshaphat,” see at 
2 Kings i. 17.—Vers. 52, 53. Ahaziah walked in the way of his 
father and his mother, who had introduced the worship of Baal 
into the kingdom, and in the way of Jeroboam, who had set up 
the calves (cf. ch. xvi 30-—33).—In ver. 53 it is again expressly 
added, that he adored and worshipped Baal, as inch. xvi 31.— 
With this general description of his character not only is the 
chapter brought to a close, but the first book of Kings also,— 
very unsuitably, however, since the further account of Ahaziah’s 
reign and of his death is given in ch. i. of the following book. 
It would have been incomparably more suitable to commence a 
fresh chapter with ver. 52, and indeed to commence the second 
book there also. 
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CHAP. I. AHAZIAH’S ILLNESS. HIS DEATH ANNOUNCED BY ELIJARH. 


mae F TER the Moabites had rebelled against Israel, 
») Ahaziah became sick in consequence of a fall 
through a grating in his upper room, and sent 
messengers to Ekron to consult the idol Baalzebub 
concerning the result of his illness. By the command of God, 
however, Elijah met the messengers on the road, and told them 
that the king would die (vers. 1-8). When Ahaziah sent 
soldiers to fetch Elijah, the messengers were miraculously slain 
on two successive occasions, and it was only his humiliation 
before the prophet which saved the third captain and his host 
from sharing a similar fate; whereupon Elijah went with him to 
the king, and repeated the threat already announced on account 
of his idolatry, which was very soon fulfilled (vers. 9-18). 
Vers. 1-8. After the death of Ahab, Moab rebelled against 
Israel (ver. 1). The Moabites, who had been subjugated by 
David (2 Sam. viii 2), had remained tributary to the kingdom 
of the ten tribes after the division of the kingdom. But when 
Israel was defeated by the Syrians at Ramoth in the time of 
Ahab, they took advantage of this defeat and the weakening of 
the Israelitish power in the country to the east of the Jordan to 
shake off the yoke of the Israelites, and very soon afterwards 
attempted an invasion of the kingdom of Judah, in alliance 
with the Edomites and other tribes of the desert, which ter- 
minated, however, in a great defeat, though it contributed to 
the maintenance of their independence. For further remarks, 
see at ch. lit 4 sqq.—-Ver. 2. Ahaziah could not do anything 
to subjugate the Moabites any further, since he was very soon 
afterwards taken grievously ill. He fell through the grating in his 
upper room at Samaria. 3385, the grating, is either a window 
284 
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furnished with a shutter of lattice-work, or a door of lattice- 
work in the upper room of the palace, but hardly a grating in 
the floor of the Aliyah for the purpose of letting light into the 
lower rooms, as the Rabbins supposed. On account of this mis- 
fortune, Ahaziah resorted to the Ekronitish Baalzebub to obtain 
an oracle concerning the result of his illness, 3'317-9Y3, ic. Fly- 
Baal, was not merely the “ averter of swarms of insects,” like the 
Zevs atropvios, puiaypos of Elis (Ges., Winer, Movers, Phiniz. i. 
p. 175), since “ the Fly-God cannot have received his name as 
the enemy of flies, like lacus a non lucendo,” but was Mvia @eos 
(LXX., Joseph.), zc. God represented as a fly, as a fly-idol, to 
which the name Afyiodes, gnat-like, in Plin. h. n. xxix. 6, clearly 
points, and as a god of the sun and of summer must have stood 
in a similar relation to the flies to that of the oracle-god Apollo, 
who both sent diseases and took them away (vid. J. G. Miiller, 
Art. Beelzebub in Herzog’s Cycl. i. p. 768, and Stark, Gaza, pp. 
260, 261). The latter observes that “these (the flies), which 
are governed in their coming and going by all the conditions of 
the weather, are apparently endowed with prophetic power 
themselves.” This explains the fact that a special power of 
prophecy was attributed to this god. Zkron, now Akir, the 
most northerly of the five Philistian capitals (see at Josh. xiii. 
3)—Vers. 3, 4. But the angel of the Lord, the mediator of the 
revelations made by the invisible God to the covenant nation 
(see Comm. on the Pentateuch, vol. i. pp. 185-191, transl.), had 
spoken to Elijah to go and meet the king’s messengers, who 
Were going to inquire of Baalzebub, and to ask them whether 
it was from the want of a God in Israel (fS an as in 
Ex. xiv. 11; see Ewald, § 323, a) that they turned to Baal- 
zebub, and to announce to them the word of Jehovah, that 
Ahaziah would not rise up from his bed again, but would die. 
“And Elijah went,” sc. to carry out the divine commission.— 
Vers. 5-8. The messengers did not recognise Elijah, but yet 
they turned back and reported the occurrence to the king, 
who knew at once, from the description they gave of the 


1 The later Jews altered the name Beelzebub into BssaleBova, i.e. probably 
lord of the (heavenly) dwelling, as a name given to the dey» ray daimorias 
(Matt. x. 25, etc.) ; and the later Rabbins finally, by changing Saat Syn into 
bo bya, made a fly-god into a dung-god, to express in the most intense form 
their abomination of idolatry (see Lightfoot, Hors hebr. et talm. in Matt. 
xii, 24, and my bibl. Archdol. i. pp. 440, 441). 
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habitus of the man in reply to his question, that it was Elijah 
the Tishbite. WNT DBYD ND: “ what was the manner of the 
man?” Da is used here to denote the peculiarity of a person, 
that which in a certain sense constitutes the vital law and mght 
of the individual personality; figura ¢ habitus (Vulg.). The 
servants described the prophet according to his outward appear- 
ance, which in a man of character is a reflection of his inner 
man, as WY Ya WR, vir pilosus, hirsutus. This does not mean 
a man with a luxuriant growth of hair, but refers to the hairy 
dress, z.e. the garment made of sheep-skin or goat-skin or coarse 
camel-hair, which was wrapped round his body ; the NTN (ch. 
in 8; 1 Kings xix. 13), or WY NWS (Zech. xiii 4, ef. Matt. iii. 
4, Heb. xi. 37), which was worn by the prophets, not as mere 
ascetics, but as preachers of repentance, the rough garment de- 
noting the severity of the divine judgments upon the effeminate 
nation, which revelled in luxuriance and worldly lust. And 
this was also in keeping with “ the leather girdle,” "iy 7108, Savy 
Sepyativn (Matt. ii. 4), whereas the ordinary girdle was of 
cotton or linen, and often very costly. 

Vers. 9-16. After having executed the divine command, 
Elijah returned to the summit of the mountain, on which he 
dwelt. Most of the commentators suppose it to have been one 
of the peaks of Carmel, from ch. 11 25 and 1 Kings xvii. 42, 
which is no doubt very probable, though it cannot be raised 
into certainty. Elijah’s place of abode was known to the 
king ; he therefore sent a captain with fifty men to fetch the 
prophet. To the demand of the captain, “Man of God, the 
king has said, Come down,” Elijah replied, “And if I am a 
man of God, let fire fall from heaven and consume thee and thy 
fifty.” (The expression 0%}, and if, shows that Elijah’s words 
followed immediately upon those of the captain.) This judicial 
miracle was immediately fulfilled.—Vers. 11,12. The same fate 
befell a second captain, whom the king sent after the death of 
the first. He was more insolent than the first, “ both because 
he was not brought to his senses by hearing of his punishment, 
and because he increased his impudence by adding make haste 
(777)."—C. a Lap. For 137 7 the LXX. (Cod. Alex.) have nai 
avéBn xai édddyoe, so that they read yn, The correctness of 
this reading, according to which }¥} would be an error of the pen, 
is favoured not only by by in vers. 9 and 13, but also by 12™ 
which follows ; for, as a general rule, 1!" would be followed by 
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wom, The repetition of this judicial miracle was meant to 
show in the most striking manner not only the authority which 
rightfully belonged to the prophet, but also the help and pro- 
tection which the Lord gave to His servants. At the same time, 
the question as to the “morality of the miracle,” about which 
some have had grave doubts, is not set at rest by the remark of 
Thenius, that “ the soldiers who were sent come into considera- 
tion here purely as instruments of a will acting in opposition to 
Jehovah.” The third captain also carried out the ungodly com- 
mand of the king, and he was not slain (vers. 13 sqq.). The 
first two must therefore have been guilty of some crime, which 
they and their people had to expiate with their death. This 
crime did not consist merely in their addressing him as “ man 
of God,” for the third addressed Elijah in the same way (ver. 
13), but in their saying “ Man of God, come down.” This 
summons to the prophet, to allow himself to be led as a 
prisoner before the king, involved a contempt not only of the 
prophetic office in the person of Elijah, but also of the Lord, 
who had accredited him by miracles as His servant. The two 
captains who were first sent not only did what they were bound 
to do as servants of the king, but participated in the ungodly 
disposition of their lord (cupBatvortes t@ cxotr@ Tod Temopporos 
—Theodoret) ; they attacked the Lord with reckless daring in the 
person of the prophet, and the second captain, with his “ Come 
down quickly,” did it even more strongly than the first. This 
sin was punished, and that not by the prophet, but by the 
Lord Himself, who fulfilled the word of His servant: What 
Elijah here did was an act of holy zeal for the honour of the 
Lord, in the spirit of the old covenant, under which God de- 
stroyed the insolent despisers of His name with fire and sword, 
to manifest the energy of His holy majesty by the side of the 
dead idols of the heathen. But this act cannot be transferred 
to the times of the new covenant, as is clearly shown in Luke 
ix. 54, 55, where Christ does not blame Elijah for what he did, 
but admonishes His disciples, who overlooked the difference 
between the economy of the law and that of the gospel, and in 
their carnal zeal wanted to imitate what Elijah had done in 
divine zeal for the honour of the Lord, which had been injured 
in his own person.—Vers. 13, 14. The king, disregarding the 
“4 Ol rod spoQyrov xarnyopoveTes xara tov Osov rov xpoPyrov xivoves tebe 
yAurtas, as Theodoret very aptly observes. 
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punishing hand of the Lord, which, even if it might possibly 
have been overlooked in the calamity that befell the captain who 
was first sent and his company, could not be misunderstood 
when a similar fate befell the second captain with his fifty men, 
sent a third company, in his defiant obduracy, to fetch the pro- 
phet. (Dow after O'YON is apparently an error of the pen for 
wow, as the following word 'v*?80 shows.) But the third cap- 
tain was better than his king, and wiser than his two prede- 
cessors. He obeyed the command of the king so far as to go to 
the prophet ; but instead of haughtily summoning him to follow 
him, he bent his knee before the man of God, and prayed that 
his own life and the lives of his soldiers might be spared.—Vers. 
15, 16. Then Elijah followed him to the king (1"32D, before him, 
i.e. before the king, not before the captain ; and ink for iAX, see 
Ewald, § 264, 6), having been directed to do so by the angel of 
the Lord, and repeated to him the word of the Lord, which he had 
also conveyed to him through his messengers (see vers. 4 and 6). 

Vers. 17 and 18. When Ahaziah died, according to the word 
of the Lord through Elijah, as he had no son, he was followed 
upon the throne by his brother Joram, “in the second year of 
Joram the son of Jehoshaphat, king of Judah.” This statement 
is at variance both with that in ch. iu. 1, to the effect that Joram 
began to reign in the eighteenth year of Jehoshaphat, and with 
that in 1 Kings xxii. 52, viz. that Ahaziah ascended the throne in 
the seventeenth year of the reign of Jehoshaphat, which lasted 
twenty-five years, and also with the statement in ch. vii 16, 
that Joram of Judah became king over Judah in the fifth year of 
Joram of Israel. If, for example, Ahaziah of Israel died after a 
reign of not quite two years, at the most a year and a half, in the 
eighteenth year of Jehoshaphat; as Jehoshaphat himself reigned 
twenty-five years, he cannot have died till the seventh year of 
Joram of Israel, and his son Joram followed him upon the throne. 
The last of these discrepancies may be solved very simply, from 
the fact that, according to ch. viii. 16, Jehoshaphat was still king 
when his son Joram began to reign, so that Jehoshaphat abdicated 
in favour of his son about two years before his death. And the 
first discrepancy (that between ch. i. 17 and ch. iii. 1) is removed 
by Usher (Annales Mf. ad a.m. 3106 and 3112), Lightfoot, and 
others, after the example of the Seder Olam, by the assumption 
of a co-regency. According to this, when Jehoshaphat went 
with Ahab to Ramoth in Gilead to war against the Syrians, in 
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the eighteenth year of his reign, which runs parallel to the 
twenty-second year of the reign of Ahab, he appointed his son 
Joram to the co-regency, and transferred to him the administra- 
tion of the kingdom. It is from this co-regency that the state- 
ment in ch. i 17 is dated, to the effect that Joram of Israel 
became king in the second year of Joram of Judah. This second 
year of the co-regency of Joram corresponds to the eighteenth 
year of the reign of Jehoshaphat (ch. iii. 1). And in the fifth 
year of his co-regency Jehoshaphat gave up the reins of govern- 
ment entirely to him. It is from this point of time, ze. from the 
twenty-third year of Jehoshaphat, that we are to reckon the eight 
years of the reign of Joram (of Judah), so that he only reigned 
six years more after his father’s death. We have no informa- 
tion as to the reason which induced Jehoshaphat to abdicate in 
favour of his son two years before his death; for there is very 
little probability in the conjecture of Lightfoot (Opp. i. p. 85), 
that Jehoshaphat did this when he commenced the war with the 
Moabites in alliance with Joram of Israel, for the simple reason 
that the Moabites revolted after the death of Ahab, and Joram 
made preparations for attacking them immediately after their 
rebellion (ch. iii, 5-7), so that he must have commenced this 
expedition before the fifth year of his reign. 


1 Wolff indeed boldly declares that ‘‘ the co-regency of Joram is a pure 
fiction, and the biblical historians do not furnish the slightest warrant for 
any such supposition ” (see p. 628 of the treatise mentioned at p. 187); but he 
cannot think of any other way of reconciling the differences than by making 
several alterations in the text, and inventing a co-regency in the case of the 
Israelitish king Abaziah. The synchronism of the reigns of the Israelitish 
kings necessarily requires the solution adopted in the text. For if Joram of 
Israel, who began to reign in the eighteenth year of Jehoshaphat and reigned 
twelve years (ch. iii. 1), was slain at the same time as Ahaziah of Judah (ch. 
ix. 24-27), and Ahaziah of Judah reigned about one year and his predecessor 
Joram about eight years, so that the two together certainly reigned fully 
eight years; Joram of Judah must have ascended the throne four years after 
Joram of Israel, i.e. in the twenty-third year of Jehoshaphat, which runs 
parallel to the fifth year of Joram of Israel.. Consequently the twenty-five 
years of Jehoshaphat are to be reduced to twenty-three in reckoning the sum- 
total of the years embraced by the period of the kings. It is true that there is 
no analogy for this combination of the years of the reigns of two kings, since 
the other reductions of which different chronologists are fond are perfectly 
arbitrary, and the case before us stands quite alone; but this exception to the 
Tule is indicated clearly enough in the statement in ch. viii. 16, that Joram 
began to reign while Jehoshaphat was (still) king. When, however, Thenius 
objects to this mode of reconciling the differences, which even Winer adopts 
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| ee 
CHAP. II. ELIJAH’S ASCENSION TO HEAVEN. ELISHA’S 
| MIRACLES, 


Vers. 1-13. Exian’s ASCENSION TO HEaven.—Vers. 1-10. 
Journey from Gilgal to the other side of the Jordan.—Vers. 1, 2. 
When the time arrived that Jehovah was about to take up His 
servant Elijah in a tempest to heaven, Elijah went with his 
attendant Elisha from Gilgal down to Bethel. ™yba, in the 
tempest or storm, t.c.in a tempestuous storm, which was fre- 
quently the herald of the divine self-revelations in the terres- 
trial world (wid. Job xxxviil 1, xl 6; Ezek.i 4; Zech ix 14). 
p’nwn is the accusative of direction. Gilgal and Bethel (Beitin, 
see at 1 Kings xii 29) were seats of schools of the prophets, 
which Elijah had founded in the kingdom of the ten tribes. It 
is now generally admitted that Gilgal, from which they went 
down to Bethel, cannot be the place of that name which was 
situated in the Jordan valley to the east of Jericho, but must 
be the Gilgal upon the mountains, the elevated Jiljilia to the 
south-west of Silo (Seilun, see at Josh. vii. 35). On the way 
Elijah said to Elisha, “ Stay here, I pray, for the Lord has sent 
me to Bethel ;’ but Elisha declared with a solemn oath that he 
would not leave him. The Lord had revealed to both that the 
seal of divine attestation was to be impressed upon the work 
of Elijah by his being miraculously taken up into heaven, to 


in the third edition of his bibl. Real- Worterbuch, i. p. 539, on the ground that 
the reign of Joram is dated most precisely in 1 Kings xxii. 51 and 2 Chron. 
xxi. 1, 5, 20, from the death of Jehoshaphat, and that an actual co-regency, 
viz. that of Jotham, is expressly mentioned in ch. xv. 5, which does not render 
it at all necessary to carry the years of his reign into those of his father’s, this 
appeal to the case of Jotham cannot prove anything, for the simple reason that 
the biblical text knows nothing of any co-regency of Jotham and Uzziah, but 
simply states that when Uzziah was smitten with leprosy, his son Jotham 
judged the people of the land, but that he did not become king till after his 
father’s death (ch. xv. 5, 7; 2 Chron. xxvi. 21, 23). It is indeed stated in 
1 Kings xxii. 51 and 2 Chron. xxvi. 1, 5, 20, that Jehoshaphat died and his 
son Joram became king, which may be understood as meaning that he did not 
become king till after the death of Jehoshaphat; but there is no necessity to 
understand it so, and therefore it can be very easily reconciled with the more 
precise statement in ch. viii. 16, that Joram ascended the throne during the 
reign of Jehoshaphat, whereas the assertion of Thenius, that the circumstantial 
clause NSM For H|YAM™ in ch. viii. 16 is a gloss, is not critically established 
by the absence of these words from the LXX., Syr., and Arabic, and to expunge 
them from the text is nothing but an act of critical violence. 
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strengthen the faith not of Elisha only, but also of the disciples 
of the prophets and of all the godly in Israel; but the revela- 
tion had been made to them separately, so that Elijah had no 
suspicion that Elisha had also been informed as to his being 
taken away. He wanted, therefore, to get rid of his servant, not 
“to test his love and attachment” (VatabL), but from humility 
(C. a Lap. and others), because he did not wish to have any 
one present to witness his glorification without being well 
assured that it was in accordance with the will of God— 
Ver. 3. In Bethel the disciples of the prophets came to meet 
Elisha, and said to him, “Knowest thou that Jehovah will 
take thy master from over thy head to-day?” we yD npd 
expresses in a pictorial manner the taking away of Elijah from 
his side by raising him to heaven, like éralpew and drodap- 
Bavev in Acts i 9, 10. Elisha replied, “I know it, be 
silent,” because he knew Elijah’s feeling. The Lord had there- 
fore revealed to the disciples of the prophets the-taking away 
of Elijah, to strengthen their faith—-Vers. 4—7. In Bethel, and 
again in Jericho, to which they both proceeded from Bethel, 
Elijah repeated the appeal to Elisha to stay there, but always 
m vain. The taking away of Elijah had also been revealed 
to the disciples of the prophets at Jericho. Thus they both 
came to the Jordan, whilst fifty disciples of the prophets from 
Jericho followed them at a distance, to be eye-witnesses of 
the miraculous translation of their master. The course which 
Elijah took before his departure from this earth, viz. from Gilgal 
past Bethel and Jericho, was not merely occasioned by the fact 
that he was obliged to touch at these places on the way to the 
Jordan, but had evidently also the same higher purpose, for 
which his ascension to heaven had been revealed both to Elisha 
and to the disciples of the prophets at Bethel and Jericho. 
Elijah himself said that the Lord had sent him to Bethel, to 
Jericho, to the Jordan (vers. 2, 4, 6). He therefore took this 
way from an impulse received from the Spirit of God, that he 
might visit the schools of the prophets, which he had founded, 
once more before his departure, and strengthen and fortify the 
disciples of the prophets in the consecration of their lives to 
the service of the Lord, though without in the least surmising 
that they had been informed by the Spirit of the Lord of his 
approaching departure from this life. But as his ascension to 
heaven took place not so much for his own sake, as because of 
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those associates in his office who were left behind, God had 
revealed it to so many, that they might be even more firmly 
established in their calling by the miraculous glorification of 
their master than by his words, his teaching, and his admoni- 
tions, so that they might carry it on without fear or trembling, 
even if their great master should no longer stand by their side 
with the might of his spiritual power to instruct, advise, or 
defend. But above all, Elisha, whom the Lord had appointed 
as his successor (1 Kings xix. 16), was to be prepared for carry- 
ing on his work by the last journey of his master. He did not 
leave his side therefore, and resolved, certainly also from an 
inward impulse of the Spirit of God, to be an eye-witness of his 
glorification, that he might receive the spiritual inheritance of 
the first-born from his departing spiritual father—Ver. 8. When 
they reached the Jordan, Elijah took his prophet’s cloak, rolled 
it up (DD3, am. Ney. convolvit), and smote the water with it; 
whereupon the water divided hither and thither, so that they 
both passed through on dry ground. The cloak, that outward 
sign of the prophet’s office, became the vehicle of the Spirit's 
power which works unseen, and with which the prophet was 
inspired. The miracle itself is analogous to the miraculous - 
dividing of the Red Sea by the stretching out of Moses’ rod 
(Ex. xiv. 16, 21); but at the same time it is very peculiar, and 
quite in accordance with the prophetic character of Elijah. Moses, 
the leader of the people, performed his miracles with his shepherd’s 
crook, Elijah the prophet divided the river with his prophet’s 
mantle.—Vers. 9, 10. After crossing the Jordan, Elijah allowed 
his servant and companion to make one more request before 
he was taken away, in the full confidence that the Lord would 
fulfil it in answer to his prayer; and Elisha asked, “ Let Da 
WD, Seda ev avevparl cov, te. a double portion in (of) thy 
spirit be granted to me.” This request has been misunderstood 
by many translators, from Ephraem Syrus down to Koster and 
F. W. Krummacher, who have supposed that Elisha wished 
to have a double measure of Elijah’s spirit (“that thy spirit 
may be twofold in me:” Luther after the Vulgate, “ut fiat in 
me duplex smritus tuus”); and some have taken it as referring 
to the fact that Elisha performed many more miracles and 
much greater ones than Elijah (Cler., Pfeiffer, dub. vex. p. 442), 
others to the gift of prophecy and miracles (Koster, dte Proph. 
p- 82), whilst others, like Krummacher, have understood by it 
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that the spirit of Elisha, as an evangelical spirit, was twice as 
great as the legal spirit of Elijah. But there is no such mean- 
ing implied in the words, nor can it be inferred from the answer 
of Elijah ; whilst it is impossible to show that there was any 
such measure of the Spirit in the life and works of Elisha in 
comparison with the spirit of Elisha, although his request was 
fulfilled. The request of Elisha is evidently based upon Deut. - 
xxi. 17, where 3 0'3%"B denotes the double portion which the 
first-born received in (of) the father’s inheritance, as R. Levi b. 
Gers. Seb. Miinst., Vatabl, Grot., and others have perceived, 
and as Hengstenberg (Betirr. 11. p. 133 f.) in our days has once 
more proved. Elisha, resting his foot upon this law, requested 
of Elijah as a first-born son the double portion of his spirit for 
his inheritance, Elisha looked upon himself as the first-born 
son of Elijah in relation to the other “sons of the ‘prophets,” 
masmuch as Elijah by the command of God had called him to 
be his successor and to carry on his work. The answer of 
Elijah agrees with this: “Thou hast asked a hard thing,” he said, 
because the granting of this request was not in his power, but in 
the power of God. He therefore made its fulfilment dependent 
upon a condition, which did not rest with himself, but was under 
the control of God: “if thou shalt see me taken from thee (Np?, 
partic. Pual with the » dropped, see Ges. § 52, Anm. 6; Ewald, 
§ 169, d), let it be so to thee; but if not, it will not be so.” 
From his own personal inclination Elijah did not wish to have 
Elisha, who was so closely related to him, as an eye-witness of 
his translation from the earth; but from his persistent refusal to 
leave him he could already see that he would not be able to send 
him away. He therefore left the matter to the Lord, and made 
the guidance of God the sign for Elisha whether the Lord would 
fulfil his request or not. Moreover, the request itself even on 
the part of the petitioner presupposes a certain dependence, 
and for this reason Elisha could not possibly desire that the 
double measure of Elijah’s spirit should be bestowed upon him. 
A dying man cannot leave to his heir more than he has himself. 
And, lastly, even the ministry of Elisha, when compared with 
that of Elijah, has all the appearance of being subordinate to 
it, He lives and labours merely as the continuer of the work 
already begun by Elijah, both outwardly in relation to the wor- 
shippers of idols, and inwardly in relation to the disciples of the 
prophets. Elisha performs the anointing of Jehu and Hazael, 
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with which Elijah was charged, and thereby prepares the way 
for the realization of that destruction of Ahab’s house which 
Elijah predicted to the king; and he merely receives and 
fosters those schools of the prophets which Elijah had already 
founded. And again, it is not Elisha but Elijah who appears 
as the Corypheus of prophecy along with Moses, the represen- 
tative of the law, upon the mount of transfiguration (Matt 
xvii. 3).—It is only a thoroughly external mode of obsérvation 
that can discover in the fact that Elisha performed a greater 
number of miracles than Elijah, a proof that the spirit of Elijah 
rested doubly upon him. 

Vers. 11-13. Eliyah’s ascension—vVer. 11. While they were 
walking on and talking to each other, “ behold (there suddenly 
appeared) a fiery chariot and fiery horses, and separated the two 
(by driving between them), and Elijah went up in the tempest 
to heaven.” As God had formerly taken Enoch away, so that he 
did not taste of death (see at Gen. v. 24), so did He also suddenly 
take Elijah away from Elisha, and carry him to heaven without 
dying. It was Mya, “in the tempest,” that he was taken away. 
The storm was accompanied by a fiery phenomenon, which ap- 
peared to the eyes of Elisha as a chariot of fire with horses of 
fire, in which Elijah rode to heaven. The tempest was an earthly 
substratum for the theophany, the fiery chariots and fiery horses 
the symbolical form in which the translation of his master to 
heaven presented itself to the eye of Elisha, who was left behind.’ 
—The ascension of Elijah has been compared to the death of 
Moses. “ As God Himself buried Moses, and his grave has not 
been found to this day, so did He fetch Elias to heaven in a still 
more glorious manner in a fiery chariot with fiery horses, so that 
fifty men, who searched for him, did not find him on the earth” 
(Ziegler). This parallel has a real foundation in the appearance 
of Moses and Elijah with Christ on the mountain of transfigura- 
tion, only we must not overlook the difference in the departure 
from this life of these two witnesses of God. For Moses died 
and was to die in the wilderness because of his sin (Deut. xxxil 


1 All further questions, e.g. concerning the nature of the fiery chariot, the 
place to which Elijah was carried, the day of his ascension, which C. a Lap., 
according to the Romish martyrology, assigns to the 20th of July in the 19th 
year of Jehoshaphat, and others of the same kind, which have been discussed 
by the earlier commentators, are to be set down as useless trifles, which go 
beyond the bounds of our thought and comprehension. 
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49 sqq.), and was only buried by the hand of the Lord, so that 
no one has seen his grave, not so much for the purpose of con- 
cealing it from men as to withdraw his body from corruption, and 
preserve and glorify it for the eternal life (see the Comm. on 
Deut. xxxiv. 5, 6). Elijah did not die, but was received into 
heaven by being “ changed” (1 Cor. xv. 51,52; 1 Thess. iv. 15 
sqq.). This difference is in perfect harmony with the character 
and position of these two men in the earthly kingdom of God. 
Moses the lawgiver departed from the earthly life by the way of 
the law, which worketh death as the wages of sin (Rom. vi. 23, 
vii. 13); Elijah the prophet, who was appointed to admonish 
for future times (0 xaraypadels ev eAeypois eis Katpovs), to 
pacify the wrath before the judgment, to turn the heart of the 
father to the son, and to restore the tribes of Jacob (Ecclus. 
xlviii. 10), was taken to heaven as the forerunner of Christ (Mal. 
iii, 23, 24; Matt. xi. 10, 11) without tasting of death, to pre- 
dict the ascension of our Lord, and to set it forth in Old Testa- - 
ment mode; for as a servant, as the servant of the law, who 
with his fiery zeal preached both by word and deed the fire of 
the wrath of divine justice to the rebellious generation of his own 
time, Elijah was carried by the Lord to heaven in a fiery storm, 
the symbol of the judicial righteousness of God. “ As he was an 
unparalleled champion for the honour of the Lord, a fiery war- 
chariot was the symbol of his triumphal procession into heaven” 
(O. v. Gerlach). But Christ, as the Son, to whom all power is 
given in heaven and on earth, after having taken away from death 
its sting and from hell its victory, by His resurrection from the 
grave (1 Cor. xv. 55), returned to the Father in the power of His 
eternal deity, and ascended to heaven in His glorified body before 
the eyes of His disciples as the victor over death and hell, until 
a cloud received Him and concealed His figure from their sight 
(Luke xxiv. 51; Acts i. 9)..—Ver. 12. When Elisha saw his 


1 The actual truth of this miraculous departure of the prophet is strongly 
confirmed by the appearance of Elijah, as recorded in Matt. xvii. 3, 4 and 
Luke ix. 80, upon which the seal of attestation is impressed by the ascension 
of oar Lord. His ascension was in harmony with the great mission with which 
he, the mightiest of all the prophets, was entrusted in that development of the 
divine plan of salvation which continued through the centuries in the interval 
between Moses and Christ.—Whoever is unable to do justice to the spirit and 
nature of the divine revelation of mercy, will be unable to comprehend this 
miracle also. This was the case with Josephus, and even with Ephraem the 
Syrian father. Josephus, for example (Aunt. ix. 2, 2), saya nothing about the 


296 THE SECOND BOOK OF KINGS. 


master carried thus miraculously away, he exclaimed, “ My father, 
my father, the chariot of Israel and horsemen thereof!” and as he 
saw him no more, he took hold of his clothes and rent them in 
two pieces, 2.e. from the top to the bottom, as a proof of the great- 
ness of his sorrow at his being taken away. He called Elijah 
‘28, “ my father,” as his spiritual father, who had begotten him 
as his son through the word of God: “ Chariot (war-chariot) and 
horsemen of Israel,” on which ‘the Israelitish kings based the 
might and security of their kingdom, are a symbolical representa- 


miracle, and simply states that ’Hases && dvdpaxav yDavicby xal ovdeis tyre 
heéxpis THe onmepoy avroD TH» TeEAevTyy, and adds that it is written of Elijah 
and Enoch in the sacred books, ors yeycvactw dDeeveic. Oevaror b¢ airus ovdels 
ofdey. Ephraem, the Christian father, passes over the last clause of ver. 11, 
“so Elijah went up in the whirlwind to heaven,” in his exposition of our 
chapter, and paraphrases the rest of the words thus: ‘‘ There came suddenly 
from on high a fire-storm, and in the midst of the flame the form of a chariot 
and of horses, and separated them from one another ; one of the two it left on 


the earth, the other, namely Elijah, it carried up on high (Soo! - x < 5 


but whither the wind (or Spirit? 14203) took him, or in what place it left 
him, the Scriptures have not told us. They say, however, that some years 
afterwards an alarming letter from him, full of threats, was delivered to king 
Joram of Judah.” Following the lead of such predecessors as these, J. D. 
Michaelis, who boasts so much of his orthodoxy, informed the ‘‘ unlearned ” 
(in the Anmerkungen to his Bibel-iibersetzung) that Elijah did not go to heaven, 
but was simply carried away from Palestine, and lived at least twelve years 
more, that he might be able to write a letter to king Joram (2 Chron. xxi. 12), 
for ‘‘ men do not receive letters from people in heaven.” This incident has 
been frequently adduced since then as a disproof of the ascension of Elijah. 
‘But there is not a word in the Chronicles about any letter (DBD, 5D, 
or N13N, which would be the Hebrew for a letter) ; all that is said is that a 
writing (31ND) from the prophet Elijah was brought to Joram, in which he 
was threatened with severe punishments on account of his apostasy. Now 
such a writing as this might very well have been written by Elijah before 
his ascension, and handed to Elisha to be sent by him to king Joram at the 
proper time. Even Bertheau admits that, according to the chronological data 
of the Old Testament, Elijah might have been still living in the reign of Joram 
of Judah; and it is a priori probable that he both spoke of Joram’s sin and 
threatened him with punishment. It is impossible to fix the year of Elijah’s 
ascension. Neither the fact that it is mentioned after the death of Ahaziah of 
Israel, which he himself had personally foretold to that ungodly king, nor the 
circumstance that in the war which Jehoshaphat and Joram of Israel waged 
with the Moabites the prophet Elisha was consulted (ch. iii.), warrants the 
conclusion that Elijah was taken from the earth in the interval between these 
two events. It is very obvious from ch. iii. 11, that the two kings applied to 
Elisha simply because he was in the neighbourhood, and not because Elijah 
was no longer alive. 
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tion of the strong defence which Elijah had been through his 
ministry to the kingdom of Israel (cf: ch. xiii. 14)—Ver. 13. He 
then took up Elijah’s prophet’s mantle, which had fallen from him 
when he was snatched away, and returned to the Jordan. The 
prophet’s mantle of the master fell to Elisha the disciple, as a 
pledge to himself that his request was fulfilled, and as a visible 
sign to others that he was his divinely appointed successor, ane 
that the spirit of Elijah rested upon him (ver. 15). 


Vers. 14—25. RETURN OF ELISHA TO JERICHO AND BETHEL, 
AND HIS First Mrracies.—Vers. 14, 15. Having returned to 
the banks of the Jordan, Elisha smote the water with Elijah’s 
mantle, saying, “Where is Jehovah the God of Elijah, yea 
He?” and the water divided hither and thither, so that he was 
able to go through. S748, which the LXX. did not under- 
stand, and have simply reproduced in Greek characters, adda, 
is an emphatic apposition, “yea He,” such as we find after 
suffixes, eg. Prov. xxii 19; and 48 is only a strengthened 
03, which is more usual when emphatic prominence is given 
to the suffix (vid. Ges. § 121, 3). The Masoretica accentuation, 
which separates it from the preceding words, rests upon a false 
interpretation. There is no need either for the alteration pro- 
posed by Ewald, § 362,a, of 48 into 48, “he had scarcely 
smitten the water,” especially as not a single analogous ex- 
ample can be adduced of the use of NW 38 followed by a .Vav 
consec.; or for the conjecture that the original reading in the 
text was SIBX (Houb., Béttch., Then.), “where is now the God 
of Elijah ?” which derives no critical support from the addw of 
the LXX., and is quite at variance with Hebrew usage, since NIX 
generally stands immediately after ™&, when it serves to strengthen 
the interrogation (vid. Judg. ix. 38, Job xvii. 15, Isa. xix. 12, 
Hos. xiii. 10). This miracle was intended partly to confirm 
Elisha’s conviction that his petition had been fulfilled, and partly 
to accredit him in the eyes of the disciples of the prophets and the 
people generally as the divinely appointed successor of Elijah. 
All the disciples of the prophets from Jericho saw also from 
this that the spirit of Elijah rested upon Elisha, and came to 
meet him to do homage to him as being now their spiritual 
father and lord.—Vers. 16-18. But the disciples of the prophets - 
at Jericho were so unable to realize the fact of Elijah’s trans- 
lation, although it had been previously revealed to them, that 
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they begged permission of Elisha to send out fifty brave men 
to seek for Elijah. ixt2"ja: whether the Spirit of the Lord has 
not taken him and cast him upon one of the mountains, or into 
one of the valleys. ?8 with the perfect is used “ where there is 
fear of a fact, which as is conjectured almost with certainty has 
already happened,” like #7 in the sense of “ whether not” (vid. 
Ewald, § 337,65). mn. ™ is not a wind sent by Jehovah 
(Ges.), but the Spirit of Jehovah, as in 1 Kings xviii 12. 
The Chethib nix’: is the regular formation from &'3 or 83 (Zech. 
xiv. 4); the Keri with the transposition of & and ', the later 
form: Ni's3, Ezek. vii. 16, xxxi. 12, etc. The belief expressed 
by the disciples of the prophets, that Elijah might have been 
miraculously carried away, was a popular belief, according to 
1 Kings xviii. 12, which the disciples of the prophets were pro- 
bably led to share, more especially in the present case, by the 
fact that they could not imagine a translation to heaven as a 
possible thing, and with the indefiniteness of the expression 
Ww Sy np? could only understand the divine revelation which 
they had received as referring to removal by death. So that 
even if Elisha told them how miraculously Elijah had been 
taken from him, which he no doubt did, they might still believe 
that by the appearance in the storm the Lord had taken away 
His servant from this life, that is to say, had received his soul 
into heaven, and had left his earthly tabernacle somewhere on 
the earth, for which they would like to go in search, that they 
might pay the last honours to their departed master. [Elisha 
yielded to their continued urgency and granted their request ; 
whereupon fifty men sought for three days for Elijah’s body, 
and after three days’ vain search returned to Jericho. WA TY, 
to being ashamed, 1.e. till he was ashamed to refuse their request 
any longer (see at Judg. iii. 25). 

The two following miracles of Elisha (vers. 19-25) were 
also intended to accredit him in the eyes of the people as a 
man endowed with the Spirit and power of God, as Elijah had 
been. Vers. 19-22. Elisha makes the water at Jericho whole- 
some.—During his stay at Jericho (ver. 18) the people of the 
city complained, that whilst the situation of the place was good 
in other respects, the water was bad and the land produced mis- 
carriages. 78, the land, %e. the soil, on account of the bad- 
ness of the water; not “the inhabitants, both man and beast” 
(Thenius). Elisha then told them to bring a new dish with 
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salt, and poured the salt into the spring with these words: 
“Thus saith the Lord, I have made this water sound; there 
will no more be death and miscarriage thence” (o¥D), na>wvD 
is a substantive here (vid. Ewald, 160, ¢). 0°89 N¥ID is no 
doubt the present spring Ain es Sulidn, the only spring near to 
Jericho, the waters of which spread over the plain of Jericho, 
thirty-five minutes’ distance from the present village and castle, 
taking its rise in a group of elevations not far from the foot 
of the mount Quarantana (Kuruntul) ; a large and beautiful 
spring, the water of which is neither cold nor warm, and has an 
agreeable and sweet (according to Steph. Schultz, “ somewhat 
salt”) taste. It was formerly enclosed by a kind of reservoir 
or semicircular wall of hewn stones, from which the water was 
conducted in different directions to the plain (vid. Rob. Pal. i. 
p. 283 sqq.). With regard to the miracle, a spring which sup- 
plied the whole of the city and district with water could not 
be so greatly improved by pouring in a dish of salt, that the 
water lost its injurious qualities for ever, even if salt does 
possess the power of depriving bad water of its unpleasant taste 
and injurious effects. The use of these natural means does 
not remove the miracle. Salt, according to its power of pre- 
serving from corruption and decomposition, is a symbol of incor- 
ruptibility and of the power of life which destroys death (see 
Bahr, Symbolik, ii. pp. 325,326). As such it formed the earthly 
substratum for the spiritual power of the divine word, through 
which the spring was made for ever sound. A new dish was 
taken for the purpose, not 0b munditiem (Seb. Schm.), but as a 
symbol of the renewing power of the word of God.—But if 
this miracle was adapted to show to the people the beneficent 
character of the prophet’s ministry, the following occurrence was 
intended to prove to the despisers of God that the Lord does 
not allow His servants to be ridiculed with impunity.—Vers. 
23-25. The judgment of God upon the loose fellows at Bethel. 
Elisha proceeded from Jericho to Bethel, the chief seat of the 
idolatrous calf-worship, where there was also a school of the 
prophets (ver. 3). On the way thither there came small boys 
out of the city to meet him, who ridiculed him by calling out, 
“ Come up, bald-head, come,” etc. MP, bald-head (with a bald 
place at the back of the head), was used as a term of scorn (cf. 
Isa. iii. 1'7, 24); but hardly from a suspicion of leprosy (Winer, 
Thenius), It was rather as a natural defect, for Elisha, who 
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lived for fifty years after this (ch. xiii. 14), could not have been 
bald from age at that time.—Ver. 24. The prophet then turned 
round and cursed the scoffers in the name of the Lord, and 
there came two bears out of the wood, and tore forty-two boys 
of them in pieces. The supposed “ immorality of cursing,” 
which Thenius still adduces as a disproof of the historical truth 
_ of this miracle, even if it were established, would not affect 
Elisha only, but would fall back upon the Lord God, whe 
executed the curse of His servant in such a manner upon these 
worthless boys. And there is no need, in order to justify the 
judicial miracle, to assume that there was a preconcerted plan 
which had been devised by the chief rulers of the city out of 
enmity to the prophet of the Lord, so that the children had 
merely been put forward (O. v. Gerlach). All that is necessary 
is to admit that the worthless spirit which prevailed in Bethel 
was openly manifested in the ridicule of the children, and that 
these boys knew Elisha, and in his person insulted the prophet 
of the Lord. If this was the case, then Elisha cursed the boys 
for the purpose of avenging the honour of the Lord, which had 
been injured in his person; and the Lord caused this curse to 
be fulfilled, to punish in the children the sins of the parents, 
and to inspire the whole city with a salutary dread of His holy 
majesty..—Ver. 25. Elisha went from Bethel to Carmel (see at 
1 Kings xviii. 19), probably to strengthen himself in solitude 
for the continuation of his master’s work. He returned thence 
to Samaria, where, according to ch. vi. 32, he possessed a house. 


CHAP. II. JORAM OF ISRAEL, AND THE EXPEDITION AGAINST MOAB 
WHICH HE UNDERTOOK IN COMPANY WITH JEHOSHAPHAT. 


Vers. 1-3. REIGN oF JORAM OF IsRaAEL.—For the chronolo- 
gical statement in ver. 1, see atch. i.17. Joram or Jehoram was 


1 Augustine, or the author of the Sermo 204 de Tempore (or Sermo 41 de 
Eliszo in t. v. of the Opp. August., ed. J. P. Migne, p. 1826), which is attri- 
buted to him, gives a similar explanation. ‘‘The insolent boys,” he says, “ are 
to be supposed to have done this at the instigation of their parents; for they 
would not have called out if it had displeased their parents.” And with 
regard to the object of the judicial punishment, he says it was inflicted ‘‘ that 
the elders might receive a lesson through the smiting of the little ones, and 
the death of the sons might be a lesson tothe parents; and that they might 
learn to fear the prophet, whom they would not love, notwithstanding the 
wonders which he performed.” 
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not so ungodly as his father Ahab and his mother Jezebel. He 
had the statue or pillar of Baal, which his father had erected in 
Samaria, removed ; and it was only to the sin of Jeroboam, ie. 
the calf-worship, that he adhered. Joram therefore wished to 
abolish the worship of Baal and elevate the worship of Jehovah, 
under the image of the calf (ox), into the religion of his king- 
dom once more. For the singular suffix 735) see Ewald, § 317, a. 
He did not succeed, however, in exterminating the worship of 
Baal It not only continued in Samaria, but appears to have 
been carried on again in the most shameless manner (cf. ch. x. 
18 sqq.) ; at which we cannot be surprised, since his mother 
Jezebel, that fanatical worshipper of Baal, was living through- 
out the whole of his reign (ch. ix. 30). 


Vers. 4-27. WaR OF JORAM, IN ALLIANCE WITH JEHOSHAPHAT, 
AGAINST THE MOABITES.— Vers. 4, 5. The occasion of this war was 
the rebellion of the Moabites, zc. the refusal to pay tribute to 
Israel since the death of Ahab. Méesha the (vassal-) king of Moab 
was a possessor of flocks, and paid to the king of Israel 100,000 
lambs and 100,000 rams; not merely at the commencement of 
each new reign (Cler.), but as a yearly tribute ("¥, to bring 
again = to bring repeatedly, as in Num. xviii. 9, etc). This 
yearly tribute could not be exorbitant for the land of the 
Moabites, which abounded in good pasture, and was specially 
adapted for the rearing of flocks. The payment of tribute in 
natural objects and in the produce of the land was very cus- 
tomary in ancient times, and is still usual among the tribes of 
Asia.’ ‘Pi signifies both a shepherd (Amos i. 1) and also a 
possessor of flocks. In Arabic it is properly the possessor of a 
superior kind of sheep and goats (vid. Boch. Hieroz. i. p. 483 
sq. ed. Ros.). ‘O¥ may either be taken as a second object to 
3, or be connected with O78 as an accusative of looser govern- 
ment (Ewald, § 287, h). In the first case the tribute would 
consist of the wool (the fleeces) of 100,000 lambs and 100,000 
rams ; in the second, of 100,000 lambs and the wool of 100,000 
Tams. In support of the latter we may quote Isa. xvi. 1, where 
lambs are mentioned as tribute——Vers. 5 sqq. The statement 


1 Pecunia ipsa a pecore appellabatur. Etiam nunc in tabulis Censoriis pascua 
dicuntur omnia, ex quibus populus reditus habet. quia diu hoc solum vectigal 
Sait. Mulctatio quoque nonnisi ovium boumque impendio dicebatur.—P.nu h. 
nat, xviii. 3. 
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concerning the rebellion of the Moabites, which has already 
been mentioned in ch. i. 1, is repeated here, because it furnished 
the occasion for the expedition about to be described. Ahaziah 
had been unable to do anything during his short reign to renew 
the subjugation of Moab; Joram was therefore anxious to over- 
take what had been neglected immediately after his ascent of 
the throne. He went to Samaria S177 DD, at that time, 
namely, when he renewed his demand for the tribute and it was 
refused (Thenius), and mustered all Israel, 1. raised an army 
out of the whole kingdom, and asked Jehoshaphat to join in the 
war, which he willingly promised to do (as in 1 Kings xxii. 4), 
notwithstanding the fact that he had been blamed by prophets 
for his alliance with Ahab and Ahaziah (2 Chron. xix. 2 and xx. 
37). He probably wished to chastise the Moabites still further 
on this occasion for their invasion of Judah (2 Chron. xx.), and 
to do his part by bringing them once more under the yoke of 
Israel, to put it out of their power to make fresh incursions into 
Judah.—Ver. 8. In reply to Joram’s question, “ By which way 
shall we advance (against Moab)?” Jehoshaphat decided in 
favour of “ the way through the desert of Edom.” There were 
two ways by which it was possible to enter the land of the 
Moabites ; namely, either by going above the Dead Sea, and 
crossing the Jordan and the boundary river Arnon, and so enter- 
ing it from the north, or by going round the southern point of 
the Dead Sea, and advancing through the northern portion of 
the mountains of Edom, and thus entering it from the south. 
The latter way was the longer of the two, and the one attended 
with the greatest difficulties and dangers, because the army would 
have to cross mountains which were very difficult to ascend. 
Nevertheless Jehoshaphat decided in its favour, partly because, 
if they took the northern route, they would have the Syrians at 
Ramoth in Gilead to fear, partly also because the Moabites, from 
their very confidence in the inaccessibility of their southern 
boundary, would hardly expect any attack from that side, and 
might therefore, if assailed at that point, be taken off their 
guard and easily defeated, and probably also from a regard to 
the king of Edom, whom they could induce to join them with 
his troops if they took that route, not so much perhaps for the 
purpose of strengthening their own army as to make sure of his 
forces, namely, that he would not make a fresh attempt at re- 
bellion by a second invasion of the kingdom of Judah while 
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Jehoshaphat was taking the field against the Moabites.—vVer. 9. 
But however cleverly this plan may have been contrived, when 
the united army had been marching round for seven days and 
was passing through the deep rocky valley of the Ahsy) which 
divided the territories of Edom and Moab, it was in the greatest 
danger of perishing from want of water for men and cattle, as 
the river which flows through this valley, and in which they 
probably hoped to find a sufficient supply of water, since accord- 
ing to Robinson (Pal. ii pp. 476 and 488) it is a stream which 
never fails, was at that time perfectly dry. 

In this distress the hearts of the two kings were manifested.— 
Vers. 10-12. Joram cried out in his despair : “Woe, that Jehovah 
has called these three kings, to give them into the hand of Moab !” 

(3, that,serves to give emphasis to the assurance; see Ewald, §330, 
6.) Jehoshaphat, on the other hand, had confidence in the Lord, 
and inquired whether there was no prophet there, through whom 
they could seek counsel of the Lord (as in 1 Kings xxii. 7); where- 
upon one of the servants of the Israelitish king answered that 
Elisha was there, who had poured water upon the hands of Elijah, 
1¢. had been with him daily as his servant, and therefore could 
probably obtain and give a revelation from God. Elisha may 
perhaps have come to the neighbourhood of the army at the 
instigation of the Spirit of God, because the distress of the kings 
was to be one means in the hand of the Lord, not only of dis- 


1 The usual route from southern Juda to the land of the Moabites, which 
even the Crusaders and more recent travellers took, runs round the Dead Sea 
up to the mouth of the Wady ed Deraah or Aerak, and then up this wady to 
Kerak (vid. Rob. ii. p. 231). The allied kings did not take this route how- 
ever, but went through the Wady el Kurahy or es-Safieh, which opens into 
the southern end of the Dead Dea, and which is called the Wady el Ahsy 
farther up in the mountains, by Seetzen (2. ii. pp. 855, 356) erroneously the 
Wady el Héssa (Rob. ii. p. 488), a ravine through which Burckhardt passed 
with the greatest difficulty (Syrien, ii. p. 673). That they advanced by this 
route is a necessary inference from the fact, that when they first suffered from 
want of water they were on the border of the Moabitish territory, of which 
this very wady forms the boundary (ver. 21 ; see Burckh. p. 674, and Rob.. 
Pal. ii. p. 555), and the water came flowing from Edom (ver. 20). Neither 
of these circumstances is applicable to the Wady el Kerak.—Still less can we 
assume, with O. v. Gerlach, that they chose the route through the Arabah 
that they might approach Moab from the south, as the Israelites under Moses 
had done. For it would have been impossible for them to reach the border 
of Moab by this circuitous roate. And why should they go so far round, with 
the way through Edom open to them ? 
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tinguishing the prophet in the eyes of Joram, but also of point- 
ing Joram to the Lord as the only true God. The three kings, 
humbled by the calamity, went in person to Elisha, instead of 
sending for him.—Vers. 13, 14. In order still further to humble 
the king of Israel, who wag already bowed down by the trouble, 
and to produce some salutary fruit of repentance in his heart, 
Elisha addressed him in these words: “ What have I to do with 
thee? Go to the (Baal-) prophets of thy father and thy mother! 
Let them help thee.” When Joram replied to this in a suppli- 
catory tone: ON, no, pray (as in Ruth i 13), we. speak not in 
this refusing way, for the Lord has brought these three kings— 
not me alone, but Jehoshaphat and the king of Edom also— 
into this trouble; Elisha said to him with a solemn oath (cf. 
1 Kings xvi 1): “If I did not regard Jehoshaphat, I should 
not look at thee and have respect to thee,” ze. I should not — 
deign to look at thee, much less to help thee—Vers. 15-17. 
He then sent for a minstrel, to collect his mind from the im- 
pressions of the outer world by the soft tones of the imstru- 
ment, and by subduing the self-life and life in the external 
world to become absorbed in the intuition of divine things. On 
this influence of music upon the state of the mind, see the 
remark on 1 Sam. xvi. 16, and Passavant’s Untersuchungen tiber 
den Lebens-magnetismus, p. 207 (ed. 2).—As the minstrel was 
playing, the hand of the Lord came upon him (™M according 
to the later usage for 4, as in 1 Sam. xvii. 48, etc. ; compare 
Ewald, § 345, 6, and 7 1 as in 1 Kings xviii. 46), so that he 
said in the name of the Lord: “ Make this valley full of trenches 
(nvY, inf. abs. for the imperative; for 0°23 D°23 see Ges. § 108, 
4); for thus saith the Lord, ye will see neither wind nor rain, 
and this valley will be filled with water, that ye may be able 
to drink, and your flocks and your cattle.” 0°23 are trenches 
for collecting water (vid. Jer. xiv. 3), which would suddenly 
flow down through the brook-valley. This large quantity of 
water came on the (following) morning “ by the way of Edom” 
(ver. 20), a heavy fall of rain or violent storm having taken 
place, as is evident from the context, in the eastern mountains 
of Edom, at a great distance from the Israelitish camp, the water 
of which filled the brook-valley, 7c. the Wady ef Kurahy and el 
Ahsy (see at ver. 9) at once, without the Israelites observing 
anything either of the wind, which always precedes rain in the 
East (Harmar, Beobb. i. pp. 51, 52), or of the rain itself. 02°2p0 
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burden.—Vers. 18, 19. Elisha continued: “and this is too little 
for Jehovah (the comparative force of °P) is implied in the con- 
text, especially in the alternating combination of the two clauses, 
which is indicated by 1... 1, see Ewald, § 360, c): He will also 
give Moab into your hand, and ye will smite all the fortified and 
choice cities, fell all the good trees (fruit-trees), stop up all the 
springs of water, and spoil all the good fields with stones.”  ¥35 
and 7iN2 are intended to produce a play upon words, through 
the resemblance in their sound and meaning (Ewald, § 160, c). 
In the announcement of the devastation of the land there is an 
allusion to Deut. xx. 19, 20, according to which the Israelites 
were ordered to spare the fruit-trees when Canaan was taken. 
These instructions were not to apply to Moab, because the 
Moabites themselves as the arch-foes of Israel would not act 
in any other way with the land of Israel if they should gain 
the victory. N27, to add pain, is a poetical expression for spoil- 
ing a field or rendering it infertile through the heaping up of 
stones— Ver. 20. The water came in the morning at the time 
of the morning sacrifice (see 1 Kings xviii. 36), to indicate that 
the Lord was once more restoring His favour to the people on 
account of the sacrifice presented to Him in His temple. 

The help of God, which preserved the Israelitish army from 
destruction, also prepared destruction for the Moabites. Vers. 
21-23. On hearing the report of the march of the allied kings, 
Moab had raised all the men that were capable of bearing arms, 
and stationed them on the frontier. In the morning, when the 
sun had risen above the water, the Moabites saw the water 
opposite to them like blood, and said: “ That is blood: the (allied) 
kings have destroyed themselves and smitten one another; and 
now to the spoil, Moab!” Coming with this expectation to the 
Israelitish camp, they were received by the allies, who were 
ready for battle, and put to flight. The divine help consisted, 
therefore, not in a miracle which surpassed the laws of nature, 
but simply in the fact that the Lord God, as He had predicted 
through His prophet, caused the forces of nature ordained by Him 
to work in the predetermined manner. As the sudden supply of 
an abundance of water was caused in a natural way by a heavy 
fall of rain, so the illusion, which was so fatal to the Moabites, 
is also to be explained in the natural manner indicated in the 
text. From the reddish earth of the freshly dug trenches the 
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water collected in them had acquired a reddish colour, which was 
considerably intensified by the rays of the rising sun, so that when 
seen from a distance it resembled blood. The Moabites, however, 
were the less likely to entertain the thought of an optical delusion, 
from the fact that with their accurate acquaintance with the 
country they knew very well that there was no water in the 
wady at that time, and they had neither seen nor heard any- 
thing of the rain which had fallen at a great distance off in the 
Edomitish mountains. The thought was therefore a natural 
one, that the water was blood, and that the cause of the blood 
could only have been that their enemies had massacred one an- 
other, more especially as the jealousy between Israel and Judah 
was not unknown to them, and they could have no doubt that 
Edom had only come with them as a forced ally after the un- 
successful attempt at rebellion which it had made a short time 
before ; and, lastly, they cannot quite have forgotten their own 
last expedition against Judah in alliance with the Edomites 
and Ammonites, which had completely failed, because the men 
composing their own army had destroyed one another. But if 
they came into collision with the allied army of the Israelites 
under such a delusion as this, the battle could only end in 
defeat and in a general flight so far as they were concerned — 
Vers. 24, 25. The Israelites followed the fugitives into their own 
land and laid it waste, as Elisha had prophesied (ver. 25 com- 
pared with ver. 19). The Chethid 7273" is to be read 73 1" 
(for 813%, as in 1 Kings xii. 12): and (Israel) came into the 
land and smote Moab.. The Kerz 5 is a bad emendation. 
nid is either the infinitive construct used instead of the infin. 
absolute (Ewald, § 351, c), or an unusual form of the inf. absol. 
(Ewald, § 240, 6). ‘xvin-W, till one (= so that one only) left 
its stones in Kir-charescth. On the infinitive form *X" see at 
Josh. viii 22. The suffix in 228 probably points forward to 
the following noun (Ewald, § 309, c). The city called neqn 1 
here and. Isa. xvi. 7, and ®79 1p in Isa. xvi 11 and Jer. xlviii 
31, 36, 7.e probably city of potsherds, is called elsewhere 7? 
axid, the citadel of Moab (Isa. xv. 1), as the principal fortress of 
the land (in the Chaldee Vers. A8iD7 8373), and still exists under 
the name of Kerak, with a strong castle built by the Crusaders, 
upon a lofty and steep chalk rock, surrounded by a deep and 
narrow valley, which runs westward under the name of Wady 
Kerak and falls into the Dead Sea (vid. Burckhardt, Syr. pp. 643 
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‘sqq., C. v. Raumer, Pal. pp. 271, 272). This fortress the allied 
kings besieged. “The slingers surrounded and smote it,” ze. 
bombarded it.—Ver. 26. When the king of Moab saw that the 
battle was too strong for him, he attempted to fight a way through 
the beseigers with 700 men with drawn swords (3°37), lit. to 
split them) to the king of Edom, ze. on the side which was held 
by this king, from whom he probably hoped that he should meet 
with the weakest resistance——Ver. 27. But when this attempt 
failed, in his desperation he took his first-born son, who was to 
succeed him as king, and offered him as a sacrifice upon the wall, 
de. in the sight of the besiegers, not to the God of Israel (Joseph., 
Ephr. Syr., etc.), but to his own god Camos (see at 1 Kings xi. 7), 
to procure ‘help from him by appeasing his wrath; just as the 
heathen constantly sought to appease the wrath of their gods by 
human sacrifices on the occasion of great calamities (vid. Euseb. 
prepar. ev. iv. 16, and E. v. Lasaulx, die Sihnopfer der Griechen 
und Romer, pp. 8 sqq.).—“ And there was (came) great wrath 
upon Israel, and they departed from him (the king of Moab) and 
returned into their land.” As 9 MY? 0 is used of the divine 
wrath or judgment, which a man brings upon himself by sinning, 
in every other case in which the phrase occurs, we cannot under- 
stand it here as signifying the “ human indignation,” or ill-will, 
which broke out among the besieged (Budd., Schulz, and others). 
The meaning is: this act of abomination, to which the king of 
the Moabites had been impelled by the extremity of his distress, — 
brought a severe judgment from God upon Israel: The besiegers, 
that is to say, felt the wrath of God, which they had brought 
upon themselves by occasioning human sacrifice, which is 
strictly forbidden in the law (Lev. xviii. 21, xx. 3), either in- 
wardly in their conscience or in some outwardly visible signs, so 
that they gave up the further prosecution of the siege and the 
conquest of the city, without having attained the object of the 
expedition, namely, to renew the subjugation of Moab under the 
power of Israel. 
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From ch. iv.-ch. viii. 6 there follows a series of miracles on 
the part of Elisha, which both proved this prophet to be the con- 
tinuer of the work which Elijah had begun, of converting Israel 
from the service of Baal to the service of the living God, and also 
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manifested the beneficent fruits of the zeal of Elijah for the 
honour of the Lord of Sabaoth in the midst of the idolatrous 
generation of his time, partly in the view which we obtain from 
several of these accounts of the continuance and prosperity of the 
schools of the prophets, and partly in the attitude of Elisha 
towards the godly in the land as well as towards Joram the king, 
the son of the idolatrous Ahab, and in the extension of his fame 
beyond the limits of Israel. (See the remarks on the labours of 
both prophets at pp. 229 sqq, and those on the schools of the 
prophets at 1 Sam. xix. 24.)—-All the miracles described in this 
section belong to the reign of Joram king of Israel. They are 
not all related, however, in chronological order, but the chronology 
is frequently disregarded for the purpose of grouping together 
events which are homogeneous in their nature. This is evident, 
not only from the fact that (a) several of these accounts are at- 
tached quite loosely to one another without any particle to in- 
dicate sequence (vid. ch. iv. 1, 38, 42, v. 1, vi. 8, and viii. 1), and 
(6) we have first of all those miracles which were performed for 
the good of the scholars of the prophets and of particular private 
persons (ch. iv.—vi. 7), and then such works of the prophet as 
bore more upon the political circumstances of the nation, and of 
the king as the leader of the nation (ch. vi. 8—vii. 20), but also 
from the circumstance that in the case of some of these facts you 
cannot fail to perceive that their position is regulated by their 
substantial relation to what precedes or what follows, without 
any regard to the time at which they occurred. Thus, for 
example, the occurrence described in ch. viii. 1—6, which should 
undoubtedly stand before ch. v. so far as the chronology is con- 
cerned, is placed at the end of the miracles which Elisha wrought 
.for king Joram, simply because it exhibits in the clearest manner 
the salutary fruit of what he had done. And so, again, the ac- 
count of Naaman the leper is placed in ch. v., although its proper 
position would be after ch. vi. 7, because it closes the series of 
miracles performed for and upon private persons, and the miracle 
was wrought upon a foreigner, so that the fame of the prophet 
had already penetrated into a foreign country; whereas in order 
of time it should either stand between vers. 23 and 24 of the 
sixth chapter (because the incursions of the flying parties of 
Syrians, to which ch. vi. 8-23 refers, had already taken place), 
or not till after the close of ch. vii. On the other hand, the 
partial separation of the miracles performed for the schools of 
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the prophets (ch. iv. 1-7, 38-41, 42-44, and ch. vi. 1-7) can 
only be explained on chronological grounds; and this is favoured 
by the circumstance that the events inserted between are attached 
by a Vav consec., which does indicate the order of sequence (ch. 
v. 8 sqq. and vi. 1 sqq.). Regarded as a whole, however, the 
section ch. iv. 1—-vili. 6, which was no doubt taken from a pro- 
phetical monograph and inserted into the annals of the kings, is 
in its true chronological place, since the account in ch. ii. belongs 
to the earlier period of the history, and the events narrated from 
ch. viii. 7 onwards to the later period. 


Vers. 1-7. THE Wipow’s CrusE oF O1L.—A poor widow of 
the scholars of the prophets complained to Elisha of her distress, 
namely, that a creditor was about to take her two sons as ser- 
vants (slaves). The Mosaic law gave a creditor the right to 
claim the person and children of a debtor who was unable 
to pay, and they were obliged to serve him as slaves till | 
the year of jubilee, when they were once more set free (Lev. 
xxv. 39, 40). When the prophet learned, on inquiry, that 
she had nothing in her house but a small flask of oil (RON, 
from iD, means an anointing flask, a small vessel for the oil 
necessary for anointing the body), he told her to beg of all her 
neighbours empty vessels, not a few COYOROR, make not few, 
sc. to beg), and then to shut herself in with her sons, and to 
pour from her flask of oil into all these vessels till they were 
full, and then to sell this oil and pay her debt with the money, 
and use the rest for the maintenance of herself and her chil- 
dren. She was to close the house-door, that she might not be 
disturbed in her occupation by other people, and also generally 
to avoid all needless observation while the miracle was being 
performed. ‘yo xoBN, let that which is filled be put on one 
side, namely by the sons, who handed her the vessels, according 
to vers. 5 and 6, so that she was able to pour without inter- 
mission. The form npy'd is a participle Pre, and is quite 
appropriate as an emphatic form; the Keri npxip (Hiphil) is 
an unnecessary alteration, especially as the Hiphil of P¥* is P'¥9. 
7207 Toy, then the oil stood, zc. it ceased to flow. The asyn- 
deton *3°"13 FN) is very harsh, and the Vav copul. has probably 
dropped out. With the alteration proposed by L. de Dieu, viz. 
of FAN) into NN, “live with thy sons,” the verb “MM would neces- 
sarily stand first (Thenius). 
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Vers. 8-37. THE SHUNAMMITE AND HER Son.—Ver. 8. When 
Elisha was going one day (lit. the day, i¢ at that time, then) to 
Shunem (Solam, at the south-western foot of the Lesser Hermon ; 
see at 1 Kings i, 3), a wealthy woman (nina as in 1 Sam 
xxv. 2, etc.) constrained him to eat at her house; whereupon, 
as often as he passed by that place in his subsequent journeys 
from Carmel to Jezreel and back, he was accustomed to call 
upon her (7% as in Gen. xix. 2).—Vers. 9, 10. The woman 
then asked her husband to build a small upper chamber for 
this holy man of God, and to furnish it with the necessary 
articles of furniture (viz. bed, table, seat, and lamp), that he 
might always turn in at their house. TP THY is either a walled 
upper chamber, ze. one built with brick and not with wooden 
walls (Cler., Then.), or an upper chamber buzlt upon the wall 
of the house (Ges.).—Vers. 11-13. After some time, when 
Elisha had spent the night in the chamber provided for him, he 
wanted to make some acknowledgment to his hostess for the 
love which she had shown him, and told his servant Gehazi to 
call her, and say to her: “Thou hast taken all this care for us, 
what shall I do to thee? Hast thou (anything) to say to the 
king or the chief captain ?” ze. hast thou any wish that I could 
convey to them, and intercede for thee? There is something 
striking here in the fact that Elisha did not address the woman 
himself, as she was standing before him, but told his servant to 
announce to her his willingness to make some return for what 
she had done. This was, probably, simply from a regard to the 
great awe which she had of the “holy man of God” (ver. 9), 
and to inspire her with courage to give expression to the wishes 
of her heart." She answered: “I dwell among my people,” ze 
not, I merely belong to the people (Thenius), but, I live quietly 
and peaceably among my countrymen, so that I have no need 
for any intercession with the king and great men of the king- 
dom. “Ampayyoovvn yaipw, cab cipnvexas Sidyw nal rpes Tuva 
audicBntnow ovK avéyouar (Theodoret).—Vers. 14-16. When 
Elisha conversed with Gehazi still further on the matter, the 
latter said: “ But she has no son, and her husband is old.” Elisha 


1 The conjecture that Elisha would not speak to her directly for the sake 
of maintaining his dignity, or that the historian looked upon such conversation 
with women as unbecoming in a teacher of the law (Thenius), is already 
proved to be untenable by vers. 15, 16, where Elisha does speak to her 
directly. 
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then had her called again, and told her when she had entered 
the door: “At this time a year hence (NM nyd, lit. at the 
time when it revives again; see at Gen. xviii. 10) thou wilt 
embrace a son.” The same favour was to be granted to the 
Shunammite as that which Sarah had received in her old age, 
that she might learn that the God of Abraham still ruled in 
and for Israel. She replied: “ No, my lord, thou man of God,” 
3zA-K, ie. do not excite in thy servant any deceptive hopes. 
—Ver. 17. But however incredible this promise might appear 
to her, as it had formerly done to Sarah (Gen. xviii. 12, 13), it 
was fulfilled at the appointed time (cf. Gen. xxi. 2).—Vers. 
18-20. But even the faith of the pious woman was soon to be 
put to the test, and to be confirmed by a still more glorious 
revelation of the omnipotence of the Lord, who works through 
the medium of His prophets. When the child presented to her 
by God had grown up into a lad, he complained one day to the 
reapers in the field of a violent headache, saying to his father, 
“ My head, my head!” He was then taken home to his mother, 
and died at noon upon her knees, no doubt from inflammation 
of the brain produced by a sunstroke——-Vers. 21-23. The 
mother took the dead child at once up to the chamber built for 
Elisha, laid it upon the bed of the man of God, and shut the 
door behind her; she then asked her husband, without telling 
him of the death of the boy, to send a young man with a she- 
ass, that she might ride as quickly as possible to the man of 
God ; and when her husband asked her, “ Wherefore wilt thou go 
to him to-day, since it is neither new moon nor Sabbath ?”? 
she replied, shalom ; 1.¢. either “ it is all well,” or “never mind.” 
For this word, which is used in reply to a question after one’s 
health (see ver. 26), is apparently also used, as Clericus has 
correctly observed, when the object is to avoid giving a definite 
answer to any one, and yet at the same time to satisfy him.— 
Vers. 24, 25. She then rode without stopping, upon the animal 


1 From these words, Theod., Kimchi, C. a Lap., Vatabl., and others have 
drawn the correct conclusion, that the pious in Ksrael were accustoined to 
meet together at the prophets’ houses for worship and edification, on those 
days which were appointed in the Jaw (Lev. xxiii. 3; Num. xxviii. 11 sqq.) 
for the worship of God; and from this Hertz and Hengstenberg havc still 
farther inferred, that in the kingdom of the ten tribes not only were the 
Sabbath and new moons kept, as is evident from Amos viii. 5 also, but the 
prophets supplied the pious in that kingdom with a substitute for the missing 
Levitical priesthood. 
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driven by the young man, to Elisha at mount Carmel. SAYA DN 
357), literally, do not hinder me from riding——Vers. 25-27. 
When the prophet saw her 7335 (from the opposite), that is to 
say, saw her coming in the distance, and recognised her as the 
Shunammite, he sent Gehazi to meet her, to ask her about her 
own health and that of her husband and child. She answered, 
shalom, 7.e. well, that she might not be detained by any further 
discussion, and came to the prophet and embraced his feet, to 
pray for the help of the “ holy man of God.” Gehazi wanted 
to thrust her away, “because it seemed to him an immodest 
importunity to wish to urge the prophet in such a way as this, 
and as it were to compel him” (Seb. Schm.); but the prophet 
said, “ Let her alone, for her soul is troubled, and Jehovah has 
hidden it from me and has not told me.” '—Ver. 28. The pious 
woman then uttered this complaint to the prophet: “ Did I 
ask a son of the Lord? Did I not say, Do not deceive me ?” 
What had happened to her she did not say,—a fact which 
may easily be explained on psychological grounds from her deep 
sorrow,—but Elisha could not fail to discover it from what she 
said.— Ver. 29. He therefore directed his servant Gehazi: “ Gird 
thy loins and take thy staff in thy hand and go: if thou meet 
any one, thou wilt not salute him ; and if any one salute thee, 
thou wilt not answer him; and lay my staff upon the face of 
the boy.” The object of this command neither to salute nor 
to return salutations by the way, was not merely to ensure the 
greatest haste (Thenius and many others), inasmuch as the people 
of the East lose a great deal of time in prolonged salutations 
(Niebuhr, Beschr. v. Arab. p. 48),? but the prophet wished 
thereby to preclude at the very outset the possibility of attribut- 
ing the failure of Gehazi’s attempt to awaken the child to any 
external or accidental circumstance of this kind. For since it 
is inconceivable that the prophet should have adopted a wrong 
method, that is to say, should have sent Gehazi with the hope 


1 All that we can infer from these last words with regard to the nature of 
prophecy, is that the donum propheticum did not involve a supernatural reve- 
lation of every event. 

2 Or, as C. a Lap. supposes: ‘‘ that Gehazi might avoid all distraction of 
either eyes or ears, and prepare himself entirely by prayers for the accomplish- 
ment of so great a miracle.” Theodoret explains it in a similar manner: 
‘‘ He knew that he was vainglorious and fond of praise, and that he would be 
sure to tell the reason of his journey to those who should meet him by the 
way. And vainglory is a hindrance to thaumaturgy.” 
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that he would restore the dead boy to life, his only intention 
in sending the servant must have been to give to the Shunammite 
and her family, and possibly also to Gehazi himself, a practical 
proof that the power to work miracles was not connected in any 
magical way with his person or his staff, but that miracles as 
works of divine omnipotence could only be wrought through 
faith and prayer; not indeed with the secondary intention of 
showing that he alone could work miracles, and so of increasing 
his own importance (Koster), but to purify the faith of the godly 
from erroneous ideas, and elevate them from superstitious reliance 
upon his own human person to true reliance upon the Lord God. 
— Ver. 30. The mother of the boy does not appear, indeed, to have 
anticipated any result from the measures adopted by Elisha; for 
she swears most solemnly that she will not leave him. But the 
question arises, whether this urging of the prophet to come 
himself and help arose from doubt as to the result of Gehazi’s 
mission, or whether it was not rather an involuntary utterance 
of her excessive grief, and of the warmest wish of her maternal 
heart to see her beloved child recalled to life. We may pro- 
bably infer the latter from the fulfilment of her request by 
Elisha.—Ver. 31. Gehazi did as he was commanded, but the 
dead child did not come to life again; the prophet’s staff worked 
no miracle. “There was no sound and no attention,” ze. the 
dead one gave no sign of life. This is the meaning of Dip PN 
av PX! both here and 1 Kings xviii. 29, where it is used 
of dead idols. The attempt of Gehazi to awaken the child 
was unsuccessful, not propter fidem ipsi a mulicre non adhibitam 
(Seb. Schm.), nor because of the vainglory of Gehazi himself, but 
simply to promote in the godly of Israel true faith in the Lord. 
— Vers. 32—35. Elisha then entered the house, where the boy 
was lying dead upon his bed, and shut the door behind them 
both (ze. himself and the dead child), and prayed to the Lord. 
He then lay down upon the boy, so that his mouth, his eyes, 
and his hands lay upon the mouth, eyes, and hands of the 
child, bowing down over him (173; see at 1 Kings xviii. 42); 
and the flesh (the body) of the child became warm. He then 
turned round, «ze. turned away from the boy, went once up and 
down in the room, and bowed himself over him again ; where- 
upon the boy sneezed seven times, and then opened his eyes. 
This raising of the dead boy to life does indeed resemble the 
raising of the dead by Elijah (1 Kings xvii 20 sqq.); but it 
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differs so obviously in the manner in which it was effected, 
that we may see at once from this that Elisha did not possess 
the double measure of the spirit of Elijah. It is trae that 
Elijah stretched himself three times upon the dead child, but 
at his prayer the dead returned immediately to life, whereas mn 
the case of Elisha the restoration to life was @ gradual thing! 
And they both differ essentially from the raising of the dead by 
Christ, who recalled the dead to life by one word of His omni- 
potence (Mark v. 39-42; Luke vi 13-15; John xi 43, 44), 
a sign that He was the only-begotten Son of God, to whom 
the Father gave to have life in Himself, even as the Father has 
life in Himself (John v. 25 sqq.), in whose name the Apostle 
Peter also was able through prayer to recall the dead Tabitha 
to life, whereas Elisha and Elijah had only to prophesy by word 
and deed of the future revelation of the glory of God.—Vers. 
36, 37. After the restoration of the boy to life, Elisha had his 
mother called and gave her back her son, for which she fell at 
his feet with thanksgiving. 


Vers. 38—41. ELISHA MAKES UNEATABLE FooD WHOLESOME. 
—Ver. 38. When Elisha had returned to Gilgal, the seat of a 
school of the prophets (see at ch. ii. 1), 2.2. had come thither once 
more on his yearly circuit, during the famine which prevailed 
in the land (see at ch. viii 1), and the prophets’ scholars sat 
before him (the teacher and master), he directed his servant (t« 
probably not Gehazi, but the pupil who waited upon him) to 
put the large pot to the fire and boil a dish for the pupils of the 
prophets. NEY answers to the German beisetzen, which is used 
for placing a vessel upon the fire (cf. Ezek. xxiv. 3)—Ver. 39. 
One (of these pupils) then went to the field to gather vegetables 
(nik, olera: for the different explanations of this word see 
Celsii Hverobot. 1. 459 sqq., and Ges. Thes. p. 56), and found 
TTY, 2.e. not wild vines, but wild creepers (Luther), field-creepers 

1 The raising of the dead by Elijah and Elisha, especially by the latter, has 
been explained by many persons as being merely a revivification by magnetic 
manipulations or by the force of animal magnetism (even Passavant and 
Ennemoser adopt this view). But no dead person was ever raised to life 
by animal magnetism ; and the assumption that the two boys were only 
apparently dead is at variance with the distinct words of the text, in addi- 
tion to which, both Elisha and Elijah accomplished the miracle through ther 


prayer, as is stated as clearly as possible both here (ver. 33) and also # 
1 Kings xvii. 21, 22. 
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vines; and having gathered his lap full of wild 
cucumbers, took them home and cut them into the vegetable 
pot, because they did not know them. NB is rendered in the 
ancient versions colocynths (LXX. qeAuvm7 aypia, 7.¢., according to 
Suid., colocynthis), whereas Gesenius (Thes. p. 1122), Winer, and 
others, following Celsius (l.c. 1. 393 sqq.), have decided in favour 
of wild cucumbers, a fruit resembling an acorn, or, according to 
Oken, a green fleshy fruit of almost a fingers length and an 
inch thick, which crack with a loud noise, when quite ripe, on 
very gentle pressure, spirting out both juice and seeds, and have 
a very bitter taste. The reason for this decision is, that the 
peculiarity mentioned answers to the etymon YB, to split, in 
Syr. and Chald to crack. Nevertheless the rendering given by 
the old translators is apparently the more correct of the two; 
for the colocynths also belong to the genus of the cucumbers, 
creep upon the ground, and are a round yellow fruit of the size 
of a large orange, and moreover are extremely bitter, producing 
colic, and affecting the nerves. The form of this fruit is far 
more suitable for oval architectural ornaments (O'yPB, 1 Kings 
vi. 18, vii. 24) than that of the wild cucumber.—Ver. 40. The 
extremely bitter flavour of the fruit so alarmed the pupils of. 
the prophets when they began to eat of the dish, that they 
cried out, “ Death in the pot,” and therefore thought the fruit 
was poison. If eaten in any large quantity, colocynths might 
really produce death: vid. Dioscorid. iv. 175 (178).—Ver. 41. 
Elisha then had some meal brought and poured it into the pot, 
after which the people were able to eat of the dish, and there 
was no longer anything injurious in the pot. WP, then take, 3 
denoting sequence in thought (vid. Ewald, § 348,a). The meal 
might somewhat modify the bitterness and injurious qualities of 
the vegetable, but could not take them entirely away; the author 
of the Exegetical Handbook therefore endeavours to get rid of 
the miracle, by observing that Elisha may have added something 
else. The meal, the most wholesome food of man, was only the 
earthly substratum for the working of the Spirit, which proceeded 
from Elisha, and made the noxious food perfectly wholesome. 


Vers. 42-44, FEEDING OF A HUNDRED PUPILS OF THE PxO- 
PHETS WITH TWENTY BaRLEY LoAvEs.—A man of Baal-Shalisha 
(a place in the land of Shalisha, the country to the west of 
Gilgal, Jiljilia ; see at 1 Sam. ix. 4) brought the prophet as first- 
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fruits twenty barley loaves and bre =9015 ta, ze. roasted ears 
of corn (see the Comm. on Lev. i 14), in his sack (PY, aT. 
Aey., sack or pocket). Elisha ordered this present to be given 
to the people, ze. to the pupils of the prophets who dwelt in 
one common home, for them to eat; and when his servant 
made this objection: “ How shall I set this (this little) before 
a hundred men?” he repeated his command, “Give it to the 
people, that they may eat; for thus hath the Lord spoken: They 
will eat and leave” (Anim DION, infin. absol.; see Ewald, § 328, a); 
which actually was the case. That twenty barley loaves and a 
portion of roasted grains of corn were not a sufficient quantity 
to satisfy a hundred men, is evident from the fact that one man 
was able to carry the whole of this gift in a sack, and still more 
so from the remark of the servant, which shows that there was 
no proportion between the whole of this quantity and the food 
required by a hundred persons. In this respect the food, 
which was so blessed by the word of the Lord that a hundred 
men were satisfied by so small a quantity and left some over, 
forms a type of the miraculous feeding of the people by Christ 
(Matt. xiv. 16 sqq., xv. 36,37; John vi 11,12); though there 
was this distinction between them, that the prophet Elisha did 
not produce the miraculous increase of the food, but merely pre- 
dicted it. The object, therefore, in communicating this account 
is not to relate another miracle of Elisha, but to show how the 
Lord cared for His servants, and assigned to them that which 
had been appropriated in the law to the Levitical priests, who 
were to receive, according to Deut. xvii. 4, 5, and Num. xviii 13, 
the first-fruits of corn, new wine, and oil This account there- 
fore furnishes fresh evidence that the godly men in Israel did 
not regard the worship introduced by Jeroboam (his state-church) 
as legitimate worship, but sought and found in the schools of 
the prophets a substitute for the lawful worship of God (vid. 
Hengstenberg, Beitrr. ii. S. 136 f.). 


CHAP. V. CURING OF THE LEPROSY OF NAAMAN THE SYRIAN, AND 
PUNISHMENT OF GEHAZI. 


Vers. 1-19. CuRING oF NaaMAN FROM LEPRosy.—Ver. 1. 
Naaman, the commander-in-chief of the Syrian king, who was a 
very great man before his lord, 7.c. who held a high place in the 
service of his king and was greatly distinguished (O'b NW, cf. Isa. 
li, 3, ix. 14), because God had given the Syrians salvation (vic- 
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tory) through him, was as a warrior afflicted with leprosy. The 

has not dropped out before 37%9, nor has the copula been omitted 
for the purpose of sharpening the antithesis (Thenius), for the 
appeal to Ewald, § 354, a, proves nothing, since the passages 
quoted there are of a totally different kind; but Sn is is a 
second predicate: the man was as a brave warrior leprous. There 
is an allusion here to the difference between the Syrians and the 
Israelites in their views of leprosy. Whereas in Israel lepers 
were excluded from human society (see at Lev. xiii. and xiv.), in 
Syria a man afflicted with leprosy could hold a very high state- 
office in the closest association with the king—vVers. 2, 3. And 
in Naaman’s house before his wife, z.e. in her service, there was 
an Israelitish maiden, whom the Syrians had carried off in a 
marauding expedition (Q°73 3¥; they had gone out in (as) 
marauding bands). She said to her mistress: “ O that my lord 
were before the prophet at, Samaria! (where Elisha had a house, 
ch. vi. 32,) he would free him from his leprosy.” M8) ADS, to 
receive (again) from leprosy, in the sense of “to heal,” may be 
explained from Num. xii. 14, 15, where ‘08 is applied to the 
reception of Miriam into the camp again, from which she had 
been excluded on account of her leprosy.—Vers. 4, 5. When 
Naaman related this to his lord (the king), he told him to go to 
Samaria furnished with a letter to the king of Israel; and he 
took with him rich presents as compensation for the cure he 
was to receive, viz. ten talents of silver, about 25,000 thalers 
(£3'750—Tr.); 6000 shekels (= two talents) of gold, about 
50,000 thalers (£7500); and ten changes of clothes, a present 
still highly valued in the East (see the Comm. on Gen. xlv. 22). 
This very large present was quite in keeping with Naaman’s 
position, and was not too great for the object in view, namely, 
his deliverance from a malady which would be certainly, even 
if slowly, fataL—Vers. 6, 7. When the king of Israel (Joram) 
received the letter of the Syrian king on Naaman’s arrival, and 
read therein that he was to cure Naaman of his leprosy (7}, 
and now,—showing in the letter the transition to the main point, 
which is the only thing communicated here ; cf. Ewald, § 353, 6), 
he rent his clothes in alarm, and exclaimed, “ Am I God, to be 
able to kill and make alive?” 7. am I omnipotent like God ? (cf. 
Deut. xxxii. 39 ; 1 Sam. 11.6;) “for he sends to me to cure a man 
of his leprosy.” The words of the letter \MBON, “so cure him,” 
were certainly not so insolent in their meaning as Joram supposed, 
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but simply meant: have him cured, as thou hast a wonder-work- 
ing prophet ; the Syrian king imagining, according to his heathen 
notions of priests and goétes, that Joram oould do what he liked 
with his prophets and their miraculous powers. There was no 
ground, therefore, for the suspicion which Joram expressed : “ for 
only observe and see, that he seeks occasion against me.” 73Xni, 
to seek occasion, sc. for a quarrel (cf. Judg. xiv. 4),—Ver. ‘8. 
When Elisha heard of this, he reproved the king for his unbeliev- 
ing alarm, and told him to send the man to hin, “ that he may 
learn that there is a prophet in Israel”—Vers. 9, 10. When 
Naaman stopped with his horses and chariot before the house of 
Elisha, the prophet sent a messenger out to him to say, “ Go and 
wash thyself seven times in the Jordan, and thy flesh will return 
to thee, ie. become sound, and thou wilt be clean.” 2%, return, 
inasmuch as the flesh had been changed through the leprosy into 
festering matter and putrefaction. The reason why Elisha did 
not go out to Naaman himeelf, is not to be sought for in the legal 
prohibition of intercourse with lepers, as Ephraem Syrus and 
many others suppose, nor in his fear of the leper, as Thenius 
thinks, nor even in the wish to magnify the miracle in the eyes 
of Naaman, as C. a Lapide imagines, but simply in Naaman’s 
state of mind. This is evident from his exclamation concerning 
the way in which he was treated. Enraged at his treatment, he 
said to his servant (vers. 11, 12): “I thought, he will come out 
to me and stand and call upon the name of Jehovah his God, 
and go with his hand over the place (ze move his hand to 
and fro over the diseased places), and take away the leprosy.” 
yuise7, the leprous=the disease of leprosy, the scabs and ulcers 
of leprosy. “Are not Abana and Pharpar, the rivers of Damascus, 
better than all the waters of Israel? (for the combination of 310 
with Minn), see Ewald, § 174, 7) Should I not bathe in them, 
and become clean?” With these words he turned back, going 
away in a rage. Naaman had been greatly strengthened in the 
pride, which is innate in every natural man, by the exalted 
position which he held in the state, and in which every one 
bowed before him, and served him in the most reverential 
manner, with the exception of his lord the king; and he was 
therefore to receive a salutary lesson of humiliation, and at the 
same time was also to learn that he owed his cure not to any 
Magic touch from the prophet, but solely to the power of God 
working through him.—Of the two rivers of Damascus, Alana 


CHAP. V. 1-19. 319 


or Amana (the reading of the Keri with the interchange of the 
labials 3 and p, see Song of Sol. iv. 8) is no doubt the present 


Barada or Barady (sop, ae. the cold river), the Chrysorrhoas 


(Strabo, xvi. p. 7555 Plin. & ». 18 or 16), which rises in the 
table-land to the south of Zebedany, and flows through this city 
itself, and then dividing into two arms, enters two small lakes 
about 42 hours to the east of the city. The Pharpar is probably 
the only other independent river of any importance in the dis- 
trict of Damascus, namely, the Avaj, which arises from the union 
of several brooks around Sa’sa’, and flows through the plain to 
the south of Damascus into the lake Heijany (see Rob. Budi. 
Researches, p. 444). The water of the Barada is beautiful, 
clear and transparent (Rob.), whereas the water of the Jordan is 
turbid, “of a clayey colour” (Rob. Pal. uu. p. 256); and therefore 
Naaman might very naturally think that his own native rivers 
were better than the Jordan.—Ver. 13. His servants then ad- . 
dressed him in a friendly manner, and said, “ My father, if the 
prophet had said to thee a great thing (ze. a thing difficult to 
carry out), shouldst thou not have done it ? how much more then, 
since he has said to thee, Wash, and thou wilt be clean?” ‘AX, 
my father, is a confidential expression arising from childlike 
piety, as in ch. vi 21 and 1 Sam. xxiv. 12; and the etymological 
jugglery which traces ‘38 from ‘2?="2= (Ewald, Gr. § 358, 
Anm.), or from 5¥ (Thenius), is quite superfluous (see Delitzsch 
on Job, vol. i. p. 265, transl).—"37 ... rant 723 is a con- 
ditional clause without D& (see Ewald, § 357, 5), and the object 
is placed first for the sake of emphasis (according to Ewald, 
§ 309, a). ‘2 8, how much more (see Ewald, § 354, c), ec. 
shouldst thou do what is required, since he has ordered thee so 
small and easy a thing—Ver. 14. Naaman then went down 
(from Samaria to the Jordan) and dipped in Jordan seven times, 
and his flesh became sound (A as in ver. 10) like the flesh of 
a little boy. Seven times, to show that the healing was a work 
of God, for seven is the stamp of the works of God.—Vers. 15, 
16. After the cure had been effected, he returned with all his 
train to the man of God with this acknowledgment: “ Behold, I 
have found that there is no God in all the earth except in Israel,” 
and with the request that he would accept a blessing (a present, 
m3, as in Gen. xxxiii. 11, 1 Sam. xxv. 27, etc) from him; 
which the prophet, however, stedfastly refused, notwithstanding 
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all his urging, that he might avoid all appearance of selfishness, 
by which the false prophets were actuated.—Vers. 17, 18. Then 
Naaman said: Ndr, “and not” =and if not, xai ei wn (LXX.; not 
“and O,” according to Ewald, § 358, 6, Anm.), “let there be given 
to thy servant (=to me) two mules’ burden of earth (on the 
construction see Ewald, § 287, 4), for thy servant will no more 
make (offer) burnt-offerings and slain-offerings to any other gods 
than Jehovah. May Jehovah forgive thy servant in this thing, 
when my lord (the king of Syria) goeth into the house of Rim- 
mon, to fall down (worship) there, and he supports himself upon 
my hand, that I fall down (with him) in the house of Rimmon; 
if I (thus) fall down in the house of Rimmon, may,” ete It 
is very evident from Naaman’s explanation, “ for thy servant,” 
etc., that he wanted to take a load of earth with him out of the 
land of Israel, that he might be able to offer sacrifice upon it to 
the God of Israel, because he was still a slave to the polytheistic 
superstition, that no god could be worshipped in a proper and 
acceptable’ manner except in his own land, or upon an altar 
built of the earth of his own land. And because Naaman’s 
knowledge of God was still adulterated with superstition, he was 
not yet prepared to make an unreserved confession before men 
of his faith in Jehovah as the only true God, but hoped that 
Jehovah would forgive him if he still continued to join outwardly 
in the worship of idols, so far as his official duty required. 
Rimmon (i.e. the pomegranate) is here, and probably also in the 
local name Hadad-rimmon (Zech. xii. 11), the name of the 
supreme deity of the Damascene Syrians, and probably only a 
contracted form of Hadad-rimmon, since Hadad was the supreme 
deity or sun-god of the Syrians (see at 2 Sam. viii 3), signifying 
- the sun-god with the modification expressed by Rimmon, which 
has been differently interpreted according to the supposed deri- 
vation of the word, Some derive the name from D1 = 6%", as 
the supreme god of heaven, like the ’EXwoby of Sanchun. (Cler., 
Seld., Ges. thes. p. 1292); others from ji®., a pomegranate, as a 
personification of the power of generation, as numen naturce omnia 
fecundantis, since the pomegranate with its abundance of seeds 
is used in the symbolism of both Oriental and Greek mythology 
along with the Phallus as a symbol of the generative power 
(vid. Bahr, Symbolik, ii. pp. 122, 123), and is also found upon 
Assyrian monuments (vid. Layard, Nineveh and its Remains, 
p. 343); others again, with less probability, from "01, gacular, 
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as the sun-god who vivifies and fertilizes the earth with his rays, 
like the éxnBoros ’AzrodAwy ; and others from DD1 = ; po COMPU 


truit, as the dying winter sun (according to Movers and Hitzig ; 
see Leyrer in Herzog’s Cyclopedia).— The words “ and he sup- 
ports himself upon my hand” are not to be understood lite- 
rally, but are a general expression denoting the service which 
Naaman had to render as the aide-de-camp to his king (cf. ch. 
vii 2,17). For the Chaldaic form ‘NNnAWH, see Ewald, § 156, a. 
—TIn the repetition of the words “if I fall down in the temple 
of Rimmon,” etc., he expresses the urgency of his wish.—Ver. 
19. Elisha answered, “Go in peace,” wishing the departing 
Syrian the peace of God upon the road, without thereby either 
approving or disapproving the religious conviction which he had 
expressed. For as Naaman had not asked permission to go with 
his king into the temple of Rimmon, but had simply said, might 
Jehovah forgive him or be indulgent with him in this matter, 
Elisha could do nothing more, without a special command from 
God, than commend the heathen, who had been brought to belief 
in the God of Israel as the true God by the miraculous cure of 
his leprosy, to the further guidance of the Lord and of His grace.! 


Vers. 20-27. PUNISHMENT OF GEHAZI—Vers. 20-22. When 
Naaman had gone a stretch of the way (08 1133, ver 19; see 
at Gen. xxxv. 16), there arose in Gehazi, the servant of Elisha, 


1 Most of the earlier theologians found in Elisha’s words a direct approval 
of the religious conviction expressed by Naaman and his attitude towards 
idolatry ; and since they could not admit that a prophet would have permitted 
a heathen alone to participate in idolatrous ceremonies, endeavoured to get rid 
of the consequence resulting from it, viz. licitam ergo esse Christianis cun@avnaty 
wioroy pasta adxicrov, seu symbolizationem et communicationem cum ceremonia 
idololatrica, either by appealing to the use of ninAwA and to the distinction 


between incurvatio regis voluntaria et religiosa (real worship) and incurvatio 
servilis et coacta Naemani, quz erat politica et civilis (mere prostration from 
civil connivance), or by the ungrammatical explanation that Naaman merely 
spoke of what he had already done, not of what he would do in future (vid. 
Pfeiffer, Dub. vex. p. 445 sqq., and J. Meyer, ad Seder Olam, p. 904 sqq., 
Budd., and others).—Both are unsatisfactory. The dreaded consequence falls 
of itself if we only distinguish between the times of the old covenant and 
those of the new. Under the old covenant the time had not yet come in 
which the heathen, who came to the knowledge of the true deity of the God 
of Israel, could be required to break off from all their heathen ways, unless 
they would formally enter into fellowship with the covenant nation. 


a 
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the desire for a portion of the presents of the Syrian which his 
master had refused (OX ‘D ' ‘N, as truly as Jehovah liveth, 
assuredly I run after him; DN ‘D as in 1 Sam. xxv. 34). He 
therefore hastened after him; and as Naaman no sooner saw . 
Gehazi running after him than he sprang quickly down from his 
chariot in reverential gratitude to the prophet (oe as in Gen. xxiv. 
64), he asked in the name of Elisha for a talent of silver and 
two changes of raiment, professedly for two poor pupils of the 
prophets, who had come to the prophet from Mount Ephraim.— 
Ver. 23. But Naaman forced him to accept two talents (Ap bxin, 
be pleased to take ; and 533, with the dual ending, ne percat 
indictwm numerti—Winer) in two purses, and two changes of. 
raiment, and out of politeness had these presents carried by two 
of his servants before Gehazi—-Ver. 24. When Gehazi came to 
the hill (57, the well-known hill before the city) he took the 
presents from the bearers, and dismissing the men, laid them up 
in the house. 2 7P8, to bring into safe custody.— Vers. 25, 26. 
But when he entered his master’s presence again, he asked him, 
“Whence (comest thou), Gehazi ?” and on his returning the lying 
answer that he had not been anywhere, charged him with all 
that he had done. en 105 x, “had not my heart gone, when the 
man turned from his chariot to meet thee?” This is the simplest 
and the only correct interpretation of these difficult words, which 
have been explained in very different ways. Theodoret (ovyi 4 
xapdla pov Hy pera cov) and the Vulgate (nonne cor meum in 
present. erat, quando, etc.) have already given the same explana- 
tion, and so far as the sense is concerned it agrees with that 
adopted by Thenius: was I not (in spirit) away (from here) and 
present (there) ? 320 stands in a distinct relation to the 70 nid 
of Gehazi.—'n Ny: “is it time to take silver, and clothes, and 
olive-trees, and vineyards, and sheep and oxen, and servants and 
maidens ?” 7.e. is this the time, when so many hypocrites pretend 
to be prophets from selfishness and avarice, and bring the pro- 
phetic office into contempt with unbelievers, for a servant of 
the true God to take money and goods from a non-Israelite for 
that which God has done through him, that he may acquire 
property and luxury for himself ?—-Ver. 27. “And let the 
leprosy of Naaman cleave to thee and to thy seed for ever.” 
This punishment took effect immediately. Gehazi went out 
from Elisha covered with leprosy as if with snow (cf Ex. iv. 6, 
Num. xii. 10). It was not too harsh a punishment that the 
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leprosy taken from Naaman on account of his faith in the 
living God, should pass to Gehazi on account of his departure 
from the true God. For it was not his.avarice only that was 
_ to be punished, but the abuse of the prophet’s name for the pur- 
pose of carrying out his selfish purpose, and his misrepresenta- 
tion of the prophet.’ 


CHAP. VL 1-23. THE FLOATING IRON. THE SYRIANS SMITTEN 
WITH BLINDNESS. 


Vers. 1-7. Exisma causes aN IRoN AXE TO FLOAT.—The 
following account gives us an insight into the straitened life of 
the pupils of the prophets. Vers. 1-4. As the common dwell- 
ing-place had become too small for them, they resolved, with 
Elisha’s consent, to build a new house, and went, accompanied by 
the prophet, to the woody bank of the Jordan to fell the wood 
that was required for the building. The place where the com- 
mon abode had become too small is not given, but most of the 
commentators suppose it to have been Gilgal, chiefly from the 
erroneous assumption that the Gilgal mentioned in ch. ii. 1 
was in the Jordan valley to the east of Jericho. Thenius only 
cites in support of this the reference in WB? o's (dwell with 
thee) to ch. iv. 38; but this decides nothing, as the pupils of 
the prophets sat before Elisha, or gathered together around their 
master in 2 common home, not merely in Gilgal, but also in 
Bethel and Jericho. We might rather think of Jericho, since 
Bethel and Gilgal (Jiljilia) were so far distant from the Jordan, 
that there is very little probability that a removal of the meeting- 
place to the Jordan, such as is indicated by Dipp ov upniyn, 
would ever have been thought of from either of these localities. 
— Ver. 5. In the felling of the beams, the iron, t.¢, the axe, of one 
of the pupils of the prophets fell into the water, at which he 
exclaimed with lamentation: “ Alas, my lord (ze. Elisha), and 
it was begged!” The sorrowful exclamation implied a petition 
for help. n3i-ne}: “and as for the iron, it fell into the water;” 
so that even here NX does not stand before the nominative, but 


1 “This was not the punishment of his immoderate dwpodox/es (receiving of 
gifts) merely, but most of all of his lying. For he who seeks to deceive the 
prophet in relation to the things which belong to his office, is said to lie to 
the Holy Ghost, whose instruments the prophets are” (vid. Acts v. 3).— 
GROTIUS. 


324 THE SECOND BOOK OF KINGS, : 


serves to place the noun in subjection to the clause (cf. Ewald, 
§ 277, a). ‘ANY does not mean borrowed, but begged. The 
meaning to borrow is attributed to 2X’ from a misinterpretation 
of particular passages (see the Comm. on Ex. ii. 22). The pro- 
phets’ pupil had begged the axe, because from his poverty he was 
unable to buy one, and hence the loss was so painful to him.— 
Vers. 6, 7. When he showed Elisha, in answer to his inquiry, the 
place where it had fallen, the latter cut off a stick and threw it 
thither (into the water) and made the iron flow, ze. float (AS* 
from *3¥, to flow, as in Deut. xi. 4); whereupon the prophets’ 
pupil picked the axe out of the water with his hand). The 
object of the miracle was similar to that of the stater in the 
fish’s mouth (Matt. xvii. 27), or of the miraculous feeding, 
namely, to show how the Lord could relieve earthly want 
through the medium of His prophet. The natural interpreta- 
tion of the miracle, which is repeated by Thenius, namely, that 
“ Elisha struck the eye of the axe with the long stick which he 
thrust into the river, so that the iron was lifted by the wood,” 
needs no refutation, since the raising of an iron axe by a long 
stick, so as to make it float in the water, is impossible according 
to the laws of gravitation. 


Vers. 8—23. ELisHa’s ACTION IN THE WAR WITH THE SYRIANS. 
—Vers. 8-10. In a war which the Syrians carried on against 
the Israelitish king Joram (not Jehoahaz, as Ewald, Gesch. 111. 
p. 557, erroneously supposes), by sending flying parties into the 
land of Israel (cf. ver. 23), Elisha repeatedly informed king 
Joram of the place where the Syrians had determined to encamp, 
and thereby frustrated the plans of the enemy. ‘NINA... bipp-os : 
“at the place of so and so shall my camp be.” “bon ‘DB as 
in 1 Sam. xxi. 3 (see at Ruth iv. 1). Ninh, the encamping or the 
place of encampment (cf. Ewald, § 161, a), is quite appropriate, so 
that there is no need either for the alteration into 183MM, “ye shall 
hide yourselves” (Then.), or into Nh2A, with the meaning which 
is arbitrarily postulated, “ye shall place an ambush” (Ewald, 
Gesch. iii. p. 558), or for the much simpler alteration into 7) VAA, 
“pitch the camp for me” (Bottcher). The singular suffix in 
‘nnn refers to the king as leader of the war: “ my camp” = the 
camp of my army. “ Beware of passing over (72Y) this place,” 
ze. of leaving it unoccupied, “ for there have the Syrians deter- 
mined to make their invasion.” ON", from MM, going down, 
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with dagesh euphon., whereas Ewald (§ 187,56) is of opinion 
that D'AN), instead of being an intrans. part. Kal, might rather 
be a part. Miph. of nN, which would not yield, however, any 
suitable meaning. Thenius renders 7390, “to pass by this 
place,” which would be grammatically admissible, but is con- 
nected with his conjecture concerning ‘f3NA, and irreconcilable 
with ver. 10. When the king of Israel, according to ver. 10, 
sent to the place indicated on account of Elisha’s information, 
he can only have sent troops to occupy it; so that when the 
Symians arrived they found Israelitish troops there, and were 
unable to attack the place. There is nothing in the text about 
the Syrians bursting forth from their ambush. ‘ti means to 
enlighten, instruct, but not to warn. o%7w3, “he took care 
there,” z.e. he occupied the place with troops, to defend it against 
the Syrians, so that they were unable to do anything, “not once 
and not twice,” 1c. several times——Ver. 11. The king of the 
Syrians was enraged at this, and said to his servants, “Do ye 
not show me who of our men (leans) to the king of Israel?” 
z.¢. takes his’ part. ween = 0? Wd, probably according to an 
Aramean dialect: see Ewald, 181, 6, though he pronounces the 
reading incorrect, and would read 13D, but without any ground 
and quite unsuitably, as the king would thereby reckon himself 
among the traitors—Vers. 12 sqq. Then one of the servants 
answered, “ No, my lord king,” we. it is not we who disclose 
thy plans to the king of Israel, “ but Elisha the prophet tells 
him what thou sayest in thy bed-chamber;” whereupon the 
king of Syria inquired where the prophet lived, and sent a 
powerful army to Dothan, with horses and chariots, to take him 
prisoner there. Dothan (see Gen. xxxvii. 17), which according 
to the Onom. was twelve Roman miles to the north of Samaria, 
has been preserved under its old name in a Zell covered with 
ruins to the south-west of Jenin, on the caravan-road from 
Gilead to Egypt (see Rob. Bibl. Res. p. 158, and V. de Velde, 
Journey, i. pp. 273, 274).—Vers. 15-17. When Elisha’s ser- 
vant went out the next morning and saw the army, which had 
surrounded the town in the night, he said to the prophet, 
** Alas, my lord, how shall we do?” But Elisha quieted him, 
saying, “Fear not, for those with us are more than those with 
them.” He then prayed that the Lord might open his servant's 
eyes, whereupon he saw the mountain upon which Dothan stood 
full of fiery horses and chariots round about Elisha. Opening 
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the eyes was translation into the ecstatic state of clairvoyance, 
in which an insight into the invisible spirit-world was granted 
him. The fiery horses and chariots were symbols of the pro- 
tecting powers of Heaven, which surrounded the prophet. The 
fiery form indicated the super-terrestrial origin of this host. 
Fire, as the most ethereal of all earthly elements, was the most 
appropriate substratum for making the spirit-world visible 
The sight was based upon Jacob’s vision (Gen. xxxii. 2), in 
which he saw a double army of angels encamped around him, 
at the time when he was threatened with danger from Esau.— 
Vers. 18-20. When the enemy came down to Elisha, he prayed 
to the Lord that He would smite them with blmdness; and 
when this took place according to his word, he said to them, 
This is not the way and this is not the city; follow me, and I 
will lead you to the man whom ye are seeking ; and led them to 
Samaria, which was about four hours’ distance from Dothan, 
where their eyes were opened at Elisha’s prayer, so that they 
saw where they had been led. roe 17 cannot be understood 
as referring to Elisha and his servant, who went down to the 
Syrian army, as J. H. Mich. Budd, F. v. Meyer, and Thenius, 
who wants to alter rn into DNR, suppose, but must refer to 
the Syrians, who went down to the prophet, as is evident from 
what follows. For the assumption that the Syrians had 
stationed themselves below and round the mountain on which 
Dothan stood, and therefore would have had to come up to 
Elisha, need not occasion an unnatural interpretation of the 
words. It is true that Dothan stands upon an isolated hill in 
the midst of the plain ; but on the eastern side it is enclosed 
by a range of hills, which project into the plain (see V. de Velde, 
R. i. p. 273). The Syrians who had been sent against Elisha 
had posted themselves on this range of hills, and thence they 
came down towards the town of Dothan, which stood on the 
hill, whilst Elisha went out of the town to meet them. It is 
true that Elisha’s going out is not expressly mentioned, but 
in ver. 19 it is clearly presupposed. O30 is mental blind- 


ness here, as in the similar case mentioned in Gen. xix. 11, 
that is to say, a state of blindness in which, though a man has 
eyes that can see, he does not see correctly. Elisha’s untruthful 
statement, “this ig not the way,” etc. is to be judged in the 
same manner as every other ruse de guerre, by which the enemy 
is deceived.—Vers. 21-23. Elisha forbade king Joram to slay 
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the enemy that he had brought to him, because he had not 
taken them prisoners in war, and recommended him to treat 
them hospitably and then let them return to their lord. The 
object of the miracle would have been frustrated if the 
Syrians had been slain. For the intention was to show the 
Syrians that they had to do with a prophet of the true God, 
against whom no human power could be of any avail, that they 
might learn to fear the almighty God. Even when regarded — 
from a political point of view, the prophet’s advice was more 
likely to ensure peace than the king’s proposal, as the result in 
ver. 23 clearly shows. The Syrians did not venture any more 
to invade the land of Israel with flying parties, from fear of 
the obvious protection of Israel by its God; though this did 
not preclude a regular war, like that related in the following 
account. For ‘3% see the Comm. on ch.v. 13. 3) 2Y WNT: 
“art thou accustomed to slay that which thou hast taken cap- 
tave with sword and bow?” ie. since thou dost not even slay 
those whom thou hast made prisoners in open battle, how 
wouldst thou venture to put these to death? M3 pap m2, 
he prepared them a meal i773 is a denom. from 3, a meal, so 
called from the union of several persons, like cena from xowy 
(vid. Dietr. on Ges. Lex. 8, v. 193). 


CHAP. VI. 24—vi. 20. ELISHA’S ACTION DURING A FAMINE IN 
SAMARIA. 


Vers. 24-33. After this there arose so fearful a famine in 
Samaria on the occasion of a siege by Benhadad, that one 
mother complained to the king of another, because she would 
not keep her agreement to give up her son to be eaten, as she 
herself had already done.—Ver. 25. The famine became great— 
tall an ass’s head was worth eighty shekels of silver, and a 
quarter of a cab of dove’s dung was worth five shekels, 3 5, 
to become for=to be worth. The ass was an unclean animal, so 
that it was not lawful to eat its flesh. Moreover the head of 
an ass is the most inedible part of the animal. Eighty shekels 
were about seventy thalers (£10, 10s—Tr.), or if the Mosaic 
bekas were called shekels in ordinary life, thirty-five thalers 
(£5, 5s.; see Bertheau, Zur Gesch. der Isr. p. 49). According 
to Thenius, a quarter of acab is a sixth of a small Dresden 
measure (Masschen), not quite ten Parisian cubie inches. Five 
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shekels: more than four thalers (twelve shillings), or more than 
two thalers (six shillings). The Chethib nxn 1s to be read “N 
D1", excrementa columbarum, for which the Kerz substitutes the 
euphemistic 0°31 3%, fluxus, profluvium.columbarum. The ex- 
pression may be taken literally, since dung has been known to 
be collected for eating in times of terrible famine (vid. Joseph. 
Bell. Jud. vy. 13,'7); but it may also be figuratively employed to 
signify a very miserable kind of food, as the Arabs call the 


herba Alcalt ast, te. sparrow'’s dung, and the Germans call 


Asa fetida Teufelsdreck. But there is no ground for thinking of 
wasted chick-pease, as Bochart (Hteroz. ii. p. 582, ed. Ros.) sup- 
poses (see, on the other hand, Celsii Hierobot. ii. p. 30 sqq.).' 
—vVer. 26. As the king was passing by upon the wall to con- 
duct the defence, a woman cried to him for help; whereupon he 
replied: wyreiox, “should Jehovah not help thee, whence 
shall I help thee? from the threshing-floor or from the wine- 
press?” It is difficult to explain the °8, which Ewald (§ 355, ) 
supposes to stand for N? O8. Thenius gives a simpler explana- 
tion, namely, that it is a subjective negation and the sentence 
hypothetical, so that the condition would be only expressed by 
the close connection of the two clauses (according to Ewald, 
§ 357). “From the threshing-floor or from the wine-press ?” 
z.e. I can neither help thee with corn nor with wine, cannot 
procure thee either food or drink. He then asked her what 
her trouble was; upon which she related to him the horrible 
account of the slaying of her own child to appease her hunger, 
etc.—Ver. 30. The king, shuddering at this horrible account, 
in which the curses of the law in Lev. xxvi 29 and Deut. 
xxviii. 53, 57 had been literally fulfilled, rent his clothes; and 
the people then saw that he wore upon his body the hairy gar- 
ment of penitence and mourning, ‘30, within, ze. beneath the 
upper garment, as a sign of humiliation before God, though it 
was indeed more an opus operatum than a true bending of the 
heart before God and His judgment. This is proved by his 
conduct in ver. 31. When, for example, the complaint of the 


1 Clericus gives as a substantial parallel the following passage from 
Plutarch (Artaz. c. 24): ‘‘he only killed the beasts of burden, so that the 
head of an ass was hardly to be bought for sixty drachme ;” and Grotius 
quotes the statement in Plin. h. n. viii. 57, that when Casalinum was besieged 
by Hannibal a mouse was sold for 200 denaria. 
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woman brought the heart-breaking distress of the city before 
hin, he exclaimed, “ God do so to me... if the head of Elisha 
remain upon him to-day.” [Elisha had probably advised that 
on no condition should the city be given up, and promised that 
God would deliver it, if they humbled themselves before Him 
in sincere humility and prayed for His assistance. The king 
thought that he had done his part by putting on the hairy gar- 
ment; and as the anticipated help had nevertheless failed to 
come, he flew into a rage, for which the prophet was to pay 
the penalty. It is true that this rage only proceeded from a 
momentary ebullition of passion, and quickly gave place to a 
better movement of his conscience. The king hastened after 
the messenger whom he had sent to behead Elisha, for the pur- 
pose of preventing the execution of the murderous command 
which he had given in the hurry of his boiling wrath (ver. 32) ; 
but it proves, nevertheless, that the king was still wanting in 
that true repentance, which would have sprung from the recog- 
nition of the distress as a judgment inflicted by the Lord. The 
desperate deed, to which his violent wrath had impelled him, 
would have been accomplished, if the Lord had not protected 
His prophet and revealed to him the king’s design, that he 
might adopt defensive measures.—Ver. 32. The elders of the 
city were assembled together in Elisha’s house, probably to seek 
for counsel and consolation ; and the king sent a man before 
him (namely, to behead the prophet); but before the messenger 
arrived, the prophet told the elders of the king’s intention: 
«See ye that this son of a murderer (Joram, by descent and 
disposition a genuine son of Ahab, the murderer of Naboth and 
the prophets) is sending to cut off my head ?” and commanded 
them to:shut the door against the messenger and to force him 
back at the door, because he already heard the sound of his 
master’s feet behind him. These measures of Elisha, therefore, . 
were not dictated by any desire to resist the lawful authorities, 
but were acts of prudence by which he delayed the execution 
of an unrighteous and murderous command which had been 
issued in haste, and thereby rendered a service to the king 
himself.—In ver. 33 we have to supply from the context that 
the king followed close upon the messenger, who came down to 
Elisha while he was talking with the elders ; and he (the king) 
would of course be admitted at once. For the subject to ION" 
is not the messenger, but the king, as is evident from ch. vii. 2 
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and 17. The king said: “ Behold the calamity from the Lord, 
why shall I wait still further for the Lord ?”—the words of 
a despairing man, in whose soul, however, there was a spark of 
faith still glimmering. The very utterance of his feelings to 
the prophet shows that he had still a weak glimmer of hope 
in the Lord, and wished to be strengthened and sustained by 
the prophet ; and this strengthening he received. 

Ch. vii. 1, 2. Elisha announced to him the word of the 
Lord: “ At the (this) time to-morrow a seah of wheaten flour 
(ndb, see at 1 Kings v. 2) will be worth a shekel, and two seahs 
of barley a shekel in the gate, te. in the market, at Samaria.” 
A seah, or a third of an ephah=a Dresden peck (Meéze), for a 
shekel was still a high price; but in comparison with the prices 
given in ch. vi. 25 as those obtained for the most worthless kinds 
of food, it was incredibly cheap. The king’s aide-de-camp (#0: 
gee at 2 Sam. xxiii. 8 ; 2 3709 WW, an error in writing for 
‘Ws W207 Whe, cf. ver. 17, and for the explanation ch. v. 18) 
therefore replied with mockery at this prophecy : “ Behold (ae. 
granted that) the Lord made windows in heaven, will this 
indeed be ?” ze. such cheapness take place. (For the construc- 
tion, see Ewald, § 357,6.) The ridicule lay more especially in 
the “ windows in heaven,” in which there is an allusion to Gen. 
vii. 11, sc. to rain down a flood of flour and corn. Elisha 
answered seriously : “ Behold, thou wilt see it with thine eyes, 
but not eat thereof” (see vers. 17 sqq.). The fulfilment of these 
words of Elisha was brought about by the event narrated in 
vers. 3 sqq.—Vers. 3—7. “ Four men were before the gate as 
lepers,” or at the gateway, separated from human society, accord- 
ing to the law in Lev. xiii. 46, Num. v. 3, probably in a build- 
ing erected for the purpose (cf. ch. xv. 5), just as at the present 
day the lepers at Jerusalem have their huts by the side of the 
Zion gate (vid. Strauss, Sinaz wu. Golgatha, p. 205, and Tobler, 
Denkblatier aus Jerus. p. 411 sqq.). These men being on the 
point of starvation, resolved to invade the camp of the Syrians, 
and carried out this resolution #33, in the evening twilight, 
not the morning twilight (Seb. Schm., Cler., etc.), on aecount of 
ver. 12, where the king is said to have received the news of the 
flight of the Syrians during the night. Coming to “the end 
of the Syrian camp,” ze to the outskirts of it om the city side, 
they found no one there. For (vers. 6, 7) “the Lord had eaused 
the army of the Syrians to hear a noise of chariots and horses, 
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@ noise of a great army,” so that, believing the king of Israel to 
have hired the kings of the Hittites and Egyptians to fall upon 
them, they fled from the camp in the twilight DVE2>x, with 
regard to their life, z¢..to save their life only, leaving behind 
them their tents, horses, and asses, and the camp as it was— 
The miracle, by which God delivered Samaria from the famine 
or from surrendering to the foe, consisted in an oral delusion, 
namely, in the fact that the besiegers thought they heard the 
march of hostile armies from the north and south, and were 
seized with such panic terror that they fled in the greatest haste, 
leaving behind them their baggage, and their beasts of draught 
and burden. It is impossible to decide whether the noise which 
they heard had any objective reality, say a miraculous buzzing 
im the air, or whether it was merely a deception of the senses 
produced in their ears by God; and this is a matter of no im- 
portance, since in either case it was produced miraculously by 
God. The kings of the Hittites are kings of northern Canaan, 


upon Lebanon and towards Pheenicia ; D°AN in the broader sense — 


for Canaanites, as in 1 Kings x. 29. The plural, “kings of the 
Egyptians,” is probably only occasioned by the parallel expres- 
sion “ kings of the Hittites,” and is not to be pressed.—Vers. 
8-11. When these lepers (these, pointing back to vers. 3 sqq.) 
came into the camp which the Syrians had left, they first of all 
satisfied their own hunger with the provisions which they found 
in the tents, and then took different valuables and concealed 
them. But their consciences were soon aroused, so that they 
said: We are not doing right ; this day is a day of joyful tidings : 
if we are silent and wait till the morning light, guilt will over- 
take us; “for it is the duty of citizens to make known things 
relating to public safety” (Grotius). They then resolved to 
announce the joyful event in the king’s palace, and reported 
it to the watchman at the city gate. yn 1y~e@ stands as a 
generic term in a collective sense for the persons who watched 
at the gate; hence the following plural Dn, and in ver. 11 
ome, “And the gate-keepers cried out (what they had 
heard) and reported it in the king’s palace.”——Vers. 12 sqq. The 
king imagined that the unexpected departure of the Syrians was 
only a ruse, namely, that they had left the camp and hidden 
themselves in the field, to entice the besieged out of the fortress, 
and then fall upon them and press into the city. 1873 accord- 
ing to later usage for 7W3 (vid. Ewald, § 244, a). In order to 


= 
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make sure of the correctness or incorrectness of this conjecture, 
one of the king’s servants (counsellors) gave this advice: “ Let 
them take (the Vav before >" as in ch. iv. 41) five of the 
horses left in the city, that we may send and see how the 
matter stands.” The words, “ Behold they (the five horses) are 
as the whole multitude of Israel that are left in it (the city) ; 
behold they are as the whole multitude of Israel that are gone,” 
have this meaning: The five horsemen (for horses stand for 
horsemen, as it is self-evident that it was men on horseback and 
not the horses themselves that were to be sent out as spies) 
can but share the fate of the rest of the people of Samaria, 
whether they return unhurt to meet death by starvation with 
the people that still remain, or fall into the hands of the enemy. 
and are put to death, in which case they will only suffer the lot 
of those who have already perished. ive horses is an approxi- 
mative small number, and is therefore not at variance with the 
following statement, that two pair of horses were sent out with 
chariots and men. The Chethib fionn is not to be altered, since 
there are other instances in which the first noun is written with 
the article, though in the construct state (vid. Ewald, § 290, e) ; 
and the Keri is only conformed to the following forbs —vVers. 
146 and 15. They then sent out two chariots with horses, who 
pursued the flying enemy to the Jordan, and found the whole of the 
road full of traces of the hurried flight, consisting of clothes and 
vessels that had been thrown away. The Chethib DIBNN3 is the 
only correct reading, since it is only in the Niphal that ten has 
the meaning to fly in great haste (cf. 1 Sam. xxiii. 26, Ps. 
xlviii. 6, civ. 7 ).—Vers. 16, 17. When the returning messen- 
gers reported this, the people went out and plundered the camp 
of the Syrians, and this was followed by the consequent cheap- 
ness of provisions predicted by Elisha. As the people streamed 
out, the unbelieving aide-de-camp, whom the king had ordered 
to take the oversight at the gate (1"PBH, to deliver the oversight) 
for the purpose of preserving order in the crowding of the 
starving multitude, was trodden down by the people, so that he 
died, whereby this prediction of Elisha was fulfilled) The 
exact fulfilment of this prediction appeared so memorable to 
the historian, that he repeats this prophecy in vers. 18-20 
along with the event which occasioned it, and refers again to its 
fulfilment. 
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CHAP. VIIL ELISHA HELPS THE SHUNAMMITE TO HER PROPERTY 
THROUGH THE HONOUR IN WHICH HE WAS HELD ; AND PRE- 
DICTS TO HAZAEL HIS POSSESSION OF THE THRONE. REIGNS 
OF JORAM AND AHAZIAH, KINGS OF JUDAH. 


Vers. 1-6. ExisHa’s INFLUENCE HELPS THE SHUNAMMITE TO 
THE POSSESSION OF HER HOUSE AND FIELD.—Vers. 1 and 2. 
By the advice of Elisha, the woman whose son the prophet had 
restored to life (ch. iv. 33) had gone with her family into the 
land of the Philistines during a seven years’ famine, and had 
remained there seven years. The two verses are rendered by 
most commentators in the pluperfect, and that with perfect cor- 
rectness, for they are circumstantial clauses, and DPF) is merely 
@ continuation of 135, the two together preparing the way for, 
and introducing the following event. The object is not to 
relate a prophecy of Elisha of the seven years’ famine, but what 
afterwards occurred, namely, how king Joram was induced by 
the account of Elisha’s miraculous works to have the property 
of the Shunammite restored to her upon her application. The 
seven years’ famine occurred in the middle of Joram’s reign, 
and the event related here took place before the curing of 
Naaman the Syrian (ch. v.), as is evident from the fact that 
Gehazi talked with the king (ver. 4), and therefore had not yet 
been punished with leprosy. But it cannot have originally 
stood between ch. iv. 37 and iv. 38, as Thenius supposes, be- 
cause the incidents related in ch. iv. 38-44 belong to the time 
of this famine (cf. ch. iv. 38), and therefore precede the occur- 
rence mentioned here. By the words, “the Lord called the 
famine, and it came seven years” (sc. lasting that time), the 
famine is described as a divine judgment for the idolatry of the 
nation.— Ver. 3. When the woman returned to her home at the 
end of the seven years, she went to the king to cry, «.c. to invoke 
his help, with regard to her house and her field, of which, as is 
evident from the context, another had taken possession during 
her absence.—Ver. 4. And just at that time the king was 
asking Gehazi to relate to him the great things that Elisha had 
done ; and among these he was giving an account of the re- 
storation of the Shunammite’s son to life—Vers. 5, 6. While 
he was relating this, the woman herself came in to invoke the 
help of the king to recover her property, and was pointed out 
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to the king by Gehazi as the very woman of whom he was 
speaking, which caused the king to be so interested in her 
favour, that after hearing her complaint he sent a chamberlain 
with her (saris as in 1 Kings xxii. 9), with instructions to pro- 
cure for her not only the whole of her property, but the produce 
of the land during her absence-—For 31? without mappigq, see 
Ewald, § 247, d. 


Vers. 7-15. ELISHA PREDICTS TO HAZARL aT DAMASCUS THE 
POSSESSION OF THE THRONE.—Vers. 7 sqq. Elisha then came to 
Damascus at the instigation of the Spirit of God, to carry out 
the commission which Elijah had received at Horeb with regard 
to Hazael (1 Kings xix. 15). Benhadad king of Syria was 
sick at that time, and when Elisha’s arrival was announced to 
him, sent Hazael with a considerable present to the man of 
God, to inquire of Jehovah through him concerning. his illness. 
The form of the name Seem (here and ver. 15) is etymo- 
logically correct ; but afterwards it is always written without 7. 
‘Ds APD) (“ and that all kinds of good of Damascus”) follows 
with a more precise description of the minchah—“a burden of 
forty camels.” The present consisted of produce or wares of 
the rich commercial city of Damascus, and was no doubt very 
considerable ; at the same time, it was not so large that forty 
camels were required to carry it. The affair must be judged 
according to the Oriental custom, of making a grand display 
with the sending of presente, and employing as many men or 
beasts of burden as possible to carry them, every one carrying 
only a single article (cf. Harmar, Beodbd. ii. p. 29, iii. p. 43, and 
Rosenmiiller, A. u. N. Morgeni. iii. p. 17).—Ver. 10. According 
to the Chethib nin X5, Elisha’s answer was, “Thou wilt not live, 
and (for) Jehovah has shown me that he will die ;” according 
to the Keri nn §>, “tell him: Thou wilt live, but Jehovah,” ete. 
Most of the commentators follow the ancient versions, and the 
Masoretes, who reckon our NX> among the fifteen passages of the 
O. T. in which it stands for the pronoun {> (vid. Hilleri Arcan. 
Keri, p. 62 seq.), and some of the codices, and decide in favour 
of the Keri. (1) because the conjecture that {5 was altered into 
Nd in order that Elisha might not be made to utter an untruth, 
is a very natural.one; and (2) on account of the extreme rarity 
with which a negative stands before the inf. abs. with the finite 
verb following. But there is not much force in either argument. 
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The rarity of the position of x5 before the inf. abs. followed by 
a finite verb, in connection with the omission of the pronoun ‘ 
after 7%, might be the very reason why *> was taken as a pro- 
noun ; and the confirmation of this opinion might be found in 
the fact that Hazael brought back this answer to the king: 
“Thou wilt live” (ver. 14). The reading in the text 2 (non) 
is favoured by the circumstance that it is the more difficult of 
the two, partly because of the unusual position of the negative, 
and partly because of the contradiction to ver.14. But the xd 
is found in the same position in other passages (Gen. iii. 4, Ps. 
xlix. 8, and Amos ix. 8), where the emphasis lies upon the 
negation ; and the contradiction to ver. 14 may be explained 
very simply, from the fact that Hazael did not tell his king the 
truth, because he wanted to put him to death and usurp the 
throne. We therefore prefer the reading in the text, since it is 
not in harmony with the character of the prophets to utter an 
untruth ; and the explanation, “thou wilt not die of thine illness, 
but come to a violent death,” puts into the words a meaning 
which they do not possess. For even if Benhadad did not die 
of his illness, he did not recover from it—Ver. 11. Elisha then 
fixed Hazael for a long time with his eye, and wept. ‘I Toy, 
literally, he made his face stand fast, and directed it (upon 
Hazael) to shaming. WAY as in Judg. iii 25; not in a 
shameless manner (Thenius), but till Hazael was embarrassed 
by it——Ver. 12. When Hazael asked him the cause of his 
weeping, Elisha replied: “I know the evil which thou wilt 
do to the sons of Israel: their fortresses wilt thou set on fire 
(tea nw, see at Judg. i. 8), their youths wilt thou slay with the 
sword, and wilt dash their children to pieces, and cut asunder 
their women with child” (¥3, split, cut open the womb). This 
cruel conduct towards Israel which is here predicted of Hazael, 
was only a special elaboration of the brief statement made by 
the Lord to Elijah concerning Hazael (1 Kings xix. 17). The 
fulfilment of this prediction is indicated generally in ch. x. 32, 33, 
and xiii 3 sqq.; and we may infer with certainty from Hos. x. 14 
and xiv. 1, that Hazael really practised the cruelties mentioned. 
—Vers. 13 sqq. But when Hazael replied in feigned humility, 
What is thy servant, the dog (ie. so base a fellow: for a2 see 
at 1 Sam. xxiv. 15), that he should do such great things ? 
Elisha said to him, “ Jehovah has shown thee to me as king over 
Aram;” whereupon Hazael returned to his lord, brought him the 
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pretended answer of Elisha that he would live (recover), and the 
next day suffocated him with a cloth dipped in water. 350, 
from "29, to plait or twist, literally, anything twisted; not, how- 
ever, a net for gnats or flies (Joseph., J. D. Mich., etc), but a 
twisted thick cloth, which when dipped in water became so 
thick, that when it was spread over the face of the sick man it 


was sufficient to suffocate him. 


Vers. 16-24. REIGN oF JoraAM OF JUDAH (cf. 2 Chron. xxi. 
2—20).—Joram became king in the fifth year of Joram of Israel, 
while Jehoshaphat his father was (still) king, the latter handing 
over the government to him two years before his death (see at 
ch. i 17), and reigned eight years, namely, two years to the 
death of Jehoshaphat and six years afterwards.’ The Chethib 
nw nv is not to be altered, since the rule that the numbers 
two to ten take the noun in the plural is not without exception 
(cf. Ewald, § 287, «).—Vers. 18, 19. Joram had married a 
daughter of Ahab, namely Athaliah (ver. 26), and walked in the 
ways of the house of Ahab, transplanting the worship of Baal 
into his kingdom. Immediately after the death of Jehoshaphat 
he murdered his brothers, apparently with no other object than 
to obtain possession of the treasures which his father had left 
them (2 Chron. xxi. 2-4). This wickedness of Joram would 
have been followed by the destruction of Judah, had not the 
Lord preserved a shoot to the royal house for David's sake. 
For 2 {> nnd see 1 Kings xi. 36. The following word 122 
serves as an explanation of 3 9, “a light with regard to his 
sons,” 2.¢. by the fact that he kept sons (descendants) upon the 
throne.—Vers. 20-22. Nevertheless the divine chastisement 
was not omitted. The ungodliness of Joram was punished 
partly by the revolt of the Edomites.and of the city of Libnah 
from his rule, and partly by a horrible sickness of which he died 
(2 Chron. xxi. 12-15). Edom, which had hitherto had only a 


1 The words ma 120 ppwinn have been improperly omitted by the 
Arabic and Syriac, and by Luther, Dathe, and De Wette from their transla- 
tions ; whilst Schulz, Maurer, Thenius, and others pronounce it a gloss. The 
genuinencss of the words is attested by the LXX. (the Edit. Complut. being 
alone in omitting them) and by the Chaldee: and the rejection of them is just 
as arbitrary as the interpolation of np, which is proposed by Kimchi and 
Ewald (‘‘ when Jehoshaphat was dead”). Compare J. Meyer, annotatt. ad 
Seder Olam, p. 916 sq. 
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vicegerent with the title of king (see ch. iii 9 and 1 Kings 
xxi. 48), threw off the authority of Judah, and appointed its 
own king, under whom it acquired independence, as the attempt 
of Joram to bring it back again under his control completely 
failed. The account of this attempt in ver. 21 and 2 Chron. 
xxi 9 is very obscure. “ Joram went over to Zair, and all his ~ 
chariots of war with him; and it came to pass that he rose up 
by night and smote the Edomites round about, and indeed the 
captains of the war-chariots, and the people fled (%e. the Judzan 
men of war, not the Edomites) to their tents.” It is evident 
from this, that Joram had advanced to Zair in Idumea; but 
there he appears to have been surrounded and shut in, so that 
in the night he fought his way through, and had reason to be 
glad that he had escaped utter destruction, since his army fled 
to their homes. ‘TY¥ is an unknown place in Idumea, which 
Movers, Hitzig, and Ewald take to be Zoar, but without consider- 
ing that Zoar was in the land of Moab, not in Edom. The Chro- 
nicles have instead "¥ Dy, “with his captains,” from a mere 
conjecture; whilst Thenius regards np¥ as altered by mistake 
from YY (“to Seir”), which is very improbable in the case of 
so well-known a name as YY¥, 2207 is a later mode of writing 
for 23\D9, probably occasioned by the frequently occurring word 
3°30. “To this day,” ze. to the time when the original sources 
of our books were composed. ~ For the Edomites were subjugated 
again by Amaziah and Uzziah (ch. xiv. 7 and 22), though under 
Ahaz they made incursions into Judah again (2 Chron. xxviii. 17). 
—At that time Jibnah also revolted. This was a royal city of 
the early Canaanites, and at a later period it was still a con- 
siderable fortress (ch. xix. 8). It is probably to be sought for 
in the ruins of Arak el Menshiych, two hours to the west of Beit- 
Jibrin (see the Comm. on Josh. x. 29). This city probably 
revolted from Judah on the occurrence of an invasion of the 
land by the Philistines, when the sons of Joram were carried off, 
with the exception of the youngest, Jehoahaz (Ahaziah: 2 Chron. 
xxi 16, 17).—Vers. 23, 24. According to 2 Chron. xxi. 18 sqq., 
Joram died of a terrible disease, in which his bowels fell out, 
and was buried in the city of David, though not in the family 
sepulchre of the kings.’ 


1 “The building of Carthage, Dido, her husband Sichseus, her brother 
Pygmalion king of Tyre (scelere ante alios immanior omnes), all coincide with 
the reign of Joram. This synchronism of the history of Tyre is not without 


Y 
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Vers. 25-29. Reign oF AHAZIAH OF JUDAH (cf. 2 Chron. 
xxii. 1—6).—Ahaziah, the youngest son of Joram, ascended the 
throne in the twenty-second year of his age. The statement in 
2 Chron. xxii 2, that he was forty-two years old when he be- 
came king, rests upon a copyist’s error, namely, a confusion of 3 
twenty with » forty. Now, since his father became king at the 
age of thirty-two, and reigned eight years, Ahaziah must have 
been born in the nineteenth year of his age. Consequently it 
may appear strange that Ahaziah had brothers still older than 
himself (2 Chron. xxi. 17); but as early marriages are common 
in the East, and the royal princes had generally concubines along 
with their wife of the first rank, as is expressly stated of Joram 
in 2 Chron. xxi. 17, he might have had some sons in his nine- 
teenth year. His mother was called Athaliah, and was a daughter 
of the idolatrous Jezebel In ver. 26 and 2 Chron. xxi 2 she 
is called the daughter, z.¢. grand-daughter, of Omri ; for, according 
to ver. 18, she was a daughter of Ahab. Omri, the grand- 
father, is mentioned in ver. 26 as the founder of the dynasty 
which brought so much trouble upon Israel and Judah through 
its idolatry—vVer. 27. Ahaziah, like his father, reigned in the 
spirit of Ahab, because he allowed his mother to act as his 
adviser (2 Chron. xxii 3, 4).—Vers. 28, 29. Ahaziah went 
with Joram of Israel, his mother’s brother, to the war with the 
Syrians at Ramoth. The contest for this city, which had 
already cost Ahab his life (1 Kings xxii.), was to furnish the 
occasion, according to the overruling providence of God, for the 
extermination of the whole of Omri’s family. Being wounded 
in the battle with the Syrians, Joram king of Israel returned to 
Jezreel to be healed of his wounds. His nephew Ahaziah 
visited him there, and there he met with his death at the same 
time as Joram at the hands of Jehu, who had conspired against 
Joram (see ch. ix. 14 sqq. and 2 Chron. xxii. 7-9). Whether 
the war with Hazael at Ramoth was for the recapture of this 
city, which had been taken by the Syrians, or simply for hold- 
ing it against the Syrians, it is impossible to determine, 


significance here. The Tyrian, Israclitish, and Judean histories are closely 
connected at this time. Jezebel, a Tyrian princess, was Ahab’s wife, and again 
her daughter Athaliah was the wife of Joram, and after his death the mur- 
deress of the heirs of the kingdom, and sole occupant of the throne. Tyre, 
through these marriages, introduced its own spirit and great calamity into 
both the Israclitish kingdoms.”—J. D. MICHAELIS on ver. 24. 
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that we can gather from ch. ix. 14 is, that at that time Ramoth 
‘was in the possession of the Israelites, whether it had come into 
their possession again after the disgraceful rout of the Syrians 
before Samaria (ch. vu.), or whether, perhaps, it was not recovered 
till this war. For O'508 without the article see Ewald, § 277, c. 
—Ver. 29. moa = Ty? nd13, ver. 28; see at 1 Kings xxii. 4. 


CHAP. IX. JEHU ANOINTED KING. HIS CONSPIRACY AGAINST JORAM. 
JORAM, AHAZIAH, AND JEZEBEL SLAIN. 


Vers. 1-10. ANOINTING OF JEHU BY COMMAND OF ELISHA.— 
While the Israelitish army was at Ramoth, Elisha executed the 
last of the commissions which Elijah had received at Horeb 
(1 Kings xix. 16), by sending a pupil of the prophets into the 
camp to anoint Jehu the commander-in-chief of the army as 
king, and to announce to him, in the name of Jehovah, that he 
would be king over Israel; and to charge him to exterminate 
the house of Ahab—Vers. 1-3 contain the instructions which 
Elisha gave to the pupil of the prophets. jD@9 3B as in 1 Sam. 
x. 1. si DY Mm, look round there for Jehu. 12) inbpn, let him 
(bid him) rise up from the midst of his brethren, 7.e. of his com- 
rades inarms. 1Na 7: the true meaning is, “into the inner- 
most chamber” (see at 1 Kings xx. 30). Ver. 3 contains only 
the leading points of the commission to Jehu, the full particu- 
lars are communicated in the account of the fulfilment in vers. 
6 sqq. “And flee, and thou shalt not wait.” Elisha gave him 
this command, not to protect him from danger on the part of 
the secret adherents of Ahab (Theodoret, Cler.), but to prevent 
all further discussions, or “that he might not mix himself up 
with other affairs” (Seb. Schmidt)—vVer. 4. “And the young 
man, the servant of the prophet, went.” The second 73 has the 
article in the construct state, contrary to the rule (vid. Ges. 
§ 110, 2, d)—Vers. 5 sqq. After the communication of the 
fact that he had a word to Jehu, the latter rose up and went 
with him into the house, z.e. into the interior of the house, in 
the court of which the captains were sitting together. There 
the pupil of the prophets poured oil upon Jehu’s head, and 
announced to him that Jehovah had anointed him king for 
Israel, and that he was to smite, z.e. exterminate, the house of 
Ahab, to avenge upon it the blood of the prophets (vd. 1 Kings 
xviii. 4, xix. 10)——Vers. 8-10 are simply a repetition of the 
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threat in 1 Kings xxi. 21-23. For  Pon3, see at 1 Kings 
xxi. 23, 


Vers. 11-15. JEHU’s CONSPIRACY AGAINST JORAM. — Ver. 
11. When Jehu came out again to his comrades in arms, 
after the departure of the pupil of the prophets, they inquired 
Di>vin, ae. “is it all well? why did this madman come to thee ?” 
not because they were afraid that he might have done him 
some injury (Ewald), or that he might have brought some evil 
tidings (Thenius), but simply because they conjectured that he 
had brought some important news. They called the prophet 
yivp, a madman, in derision, with reference to the ecstatic 
utterances of the prophets when in a state of holy inspiration. 
Jehu answered evasively, “ Ye know the man and his mutter- 
ing,” «.e. ye know that he is mad and says nothing rational. 
mw includes both meditating and speaking—vVer. 12. They 
were not contented with this answer, however, but said 7P¥, 
ae. thou dost not speak truth. Jehu thereupon informed them 
that he had anointed him king over Israel in the name of 
Jehovah.—vVer. 13. After hearing this, they took quickly every 
man his garment, laid it under him upon the steps, blew the 
trumpet, and proclaimed him king. The clothes, which con- 
sisted simply of a large piece of cloth for wrapping round the 
body (see at 1 Kings xi. 29), they spread out in the place of 
carpets upon the steps, which served as a throne, to do homage 
to Jehu. For these signs of homage compare Matt. xxi. 7 and 
Wetstein, WV. Test.ad h. 1. The difficult words nibyon ou x, as 
to the meaning of which the early translators have done nothing 
but guess, can hardly be rendered in any other way than that 
proposed by Kimchi (ii. rad.), super ipsosmet gradus, upon the 
steps themselves = upon the bare steps; 573 being taken acvord- 
ing to Chaldee usage like the Hebrew OY in the sense of sub- 
stantia ret, whereas the rendering given by Lud. de Dieu, after 


the Arabic ee sectio—super aliquem e gradibus, is without 
analogy in Hebrew usage (vid. L. de Dieu ad h, l., and Ges. Thes. 
p. 303)! The meaning is, that without looking for a suitable 


1 The objection raised by Thenius, that it is only in combination with per- 
sonal pronouns that the Chaldaic pn) signifies se/f either in the Chaldee or 


eees 


Still less can the actual circumstances be adduced as an objection, since 
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place on which to erect a throne, they laid their clothes upon 
the bare steps, or the staircase of the house in which they were 
assembled, and set him thereon to proclaim him king.—Vers. © 
14, 15. Thus Jehu conspired against Joram, who (as is related 
again in the circumstantial clause which follows from 17 DWM 
to DX pd ; cf. ch. villi. 28, 29) had been keeping guard at 
Ramoth in Gilead, z.c. had defended this city against the attacks 
of Hazael, and had returned to Jezreel to be healed of the wounds 
which he had received; and said, “If it is your wish (02V®)), let 
no fugitive go from’ the city, to announce it in Jezreel (viz. what 
had taken place, the conspiracy or the proclamation of Jehu 
as king).” It is evident from this, that the Israelites were in 
possession of the city of Ramoth, and were defending it against 
the attacks of the Syrians, so that "DY in ver. 14 cannot be un- 
derstood as relating to the siege of Ramoth. The Chethib 79 
for Tai is not to be altered according to the Keri, as there are 
Many examples to be found of syncope in cases of this kind 
(vid. Olshausen, Lehrb. d. Hebr. Spr. p. 140). 


Vers. 16-29. SLAYING OF THE TWO KINGS, JORAM OF ISRAEL 
AND AHAZIAH OF JUDAH.—Ver. 16. Jehu drove without delay to 
Jezreel, where Joram was lying sick, and Ahaziah had come 
upon a visit to him.—Vers. 17-21. As the horsemen, who were 
sent to meet him on the announcement of the watchman upon 
the tower at Jezreel that a troop was approaching, joined the 
followers of Jehu, and eventually the watchman, looking down 
from the tower, thought that he could discover the driving of 
Jehu in the approaching troop, Joram and Ahaziah mounted 
their chariots to drive and meet him, and came upon him by the 
portion of ground of Naboth the Jezreelite. The second NysY 
in ver. 17 is a rarer form of the absolute state (see Ges. § 80, 
2, Anm. 2, and Ewald, § 1'73, d).—dieva yD: “what hast thou 
to do with peace?” ze. to trouble thyself about it. “ITN ON ab: 
“turn behind me,” sc. to follow me. ‘D3 37287: “the driving is 
like the driving of Jehu; for he drives like a madman.” i332, 
an insania, 2c. in actual fact in precipitatione (Vatabl). “The 
there is no evidence to support the assertion that there was no stair- 
case in front of the house. The perfectly un-Hebraic conjectare ndy-by 
nidypn, ‘¢as a figure (or representation) of the necessary ascent ” (Thenius), 
has not the smallest support in the Vulgate rendering, ad similitudinem 
éribunalis. 
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portion of Naboth” is the vineyard of Naboth mentioned in 
1 Kings xxi, which formed only one portion of the gardens of the 
kino’s palace.—Ver. 22. To Joram’s inquiry, “ Is it peace, Jehu 2” 
the latter replied, “ What peace, so long as the whoredoms of thy 
mother Jezebel and her many witchcrafts continue?” The notion 
of continuance is implied in TY (see Ewald, § 217, e); D'7U is 
spiritual whoredom, ie. idolatry. O0°BY3, incantationes magica, 
then witchcrafts generally, which were ‘asually associated with 
idolatry (cf. Deut. xviii. 10 sqq.).—Ver. 23. Joram detecting the 
conspiracy from this reply, turned round (1 357 as in 1 Kings 
xxii. 34) and fled, calling out to Ahaziah 70», “ deceit,” 1.2. we 
are deceived, in actual fact betrayed.—Ver. 24. But J ehu seized 
the bow (nvp2 iT x>p, lit. filled his hand with the bow), and 
shot Joram “ between his arms,” 2¢.in his back between the 
shoulders in an oblique direction, so that the arrow came out at 
his heart, and Joram sank down in his chariot.—Ver. 25. Jehu 
then commanded his aide-de-camp conde, see at 2 Sam. xxii. 8) 
Bidkar to cast the slain man into the field of Naboth the 
Jezreelite, and said, “ For remember how we, I and thou, both 
rode (or drove) behind his father Ahab, and Jehovah pronounced 
this threat upon him.” AN) ‘8 are accusatives, written with a 
looser connection for qniny ‘ni, as the apposition b'35" shows : 

literally, think of me and thee, the riders. The olden translators 
were misled by ‘38, and therefore transposed 75? into the first 
person, and Thenius naturally follows them. O'I¥ 0°335, riding 
in pairs. This is the rendering adopted by most of the com- 
mentators, although it might be taken, as it is by Kimchi and 
Bochart, as signifying the two persons who are carried in the 
same chariot. 8D, a burden, then a prophetic utterance of a 
threatening nature (see the Comm. on Nah.i.1). For the con- 
nection of the clauses ‘) 1, see Ewald, § 338, a. In ver. 26 
Jehu quotes the word of God concerning Ahab in 1 Kings 
xxi. 19 so far as the substance is concerned, to show that he is 
merely the agent employed in executing it. “ Truly (em ON, a 
particle used in an oath) the blood of Naboth and the blood of 
his sons have I seen yesterday, saith the Lord, and upon this 
field will I requite him.” The slaying of the sons of Naboth 
is not expressly mentioned in 1 Kings xxi. 13, “ because it was 
so usual a thing, that the historian might leave it out as a 
matter of course” (J. D. Mich., Ewald). It necessarily followed, 
however, from the fact that Naboth’s field was confiscated (see 
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at 1 Kings xxi 14)—Vers. 27, 28. When Ahaziah saw this, 
he fled by the way to the garden-house, but was smitten, ie. 
mortally wounded, by Jehu at the height of Gur near Jibleam, 
so that as he was flying still farther to Megiddo he died, and 
was calTied as a corpse by his servants to Jerusalem, and buried 
there. After 3739, “and him also, smite him,” we must supply 
W734, “ and they smote him,” which has probably only dropped out 
through a copyist’s error. The way by which Ahaziah fled, and 
the place where he was mortally wounded, cannot be exactly deter- 
mined, as the situation of the localities named has not yet been 
ascertained. ‘The “garden-house” (j37 M'2) cannot have formed 
@ portion of the royal gardens, but must have stood at some 
distance from the city of Jezreel, as Ahaziah went away by the 
road thither, and was not wounded till he reached the height 
of Gur near Jibleam. ‘WW2YD, the ascent or eminence of Gur, 
is defined by Jibleam. Now, as Ahaziah fled from Jezreel to 
Megiddo past Jibleam, Thenius thinks that Jibleam must have 
been situated between Jezreel and Megiddo. But between 
Jezreel and Megiddo there is only the plain of Jezreel or 
Esdrelom, in which we cannot suppose that there was any such 
eminence as that of Gwr. Moreover Jibleam or Bileam (1 Chron. 
vi. 55, see at Josh. xvii. 11) was probably to the south of 
Jenin, where the old name pyda has been preserved in the well 


of caaly, Belameh, near Beled Sheik Manssir, which is half an 


hour’s journey off. And it is quite possible to bring this situa- 
tion of Jibleam into harmony with the account before us. For 
instance, it is a priort probable that Ahaziah would take the 
road to Samaria when he fled from Jezreel, not only because his 
father’s brothers were there (ch. x. 13), but also because it was 
the most direct road to Jerusalem; and he might easily be pur- 
sued by Jehu and his company to the height of Gur near Jibleam 
before they overtook him, since the distance from Jezreel (Zerin) 
to Jenin is only two hours and a half (Rob. Pal. iii. p. 828), and 
the height of Gur might very well be an eminence which he 
would pass on the road to Jibleam. But the wounded king may 
afterwards have altered the direction of his flight for the purpose 
of escaping to Megiddo, probably because he thought that he 
should be in greater safety there than he would be in Samaria.’ 


1 In 2 Chron. xxii. 8, 9, the account of the slaying of Ahaziah and his 
brethren (ch. x. 12 sqq.) is condensed into one brief statement, and then 
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—RIn ver. 29 we are told once more in which year of Joram’s 
rein Ahaziah became king. The discrepancy between “ the 
eleventh year” here and “the twelfth year” in ch. villi. 25 may 
be most simply explained, on the supposition that there was a 
difference in the way of reckoning the commencement of the years 
of Joram’s reign. 


Vers. 30-37. DEATH oF JEZEBEL.—Ver. 30. When Jehu 
came to Jezreel and Jezebel heard of it, “ she put her eyes 
into lead polish (ae. painted them with it), and beautified her 
head and placed herself at the window.” ‘RB is a very 
favourite eye-paint with Oriental women even to the present 


day. Itis prepared from antimony ore (\xS, Cohol or Stibium 


of the Arabs), which when pounded yields a black powder 
with a metallic brilliancy, which was laid upon the eyebrows 
and eyelashes either in a dry state as a black powder, or 
moistened generally with oil and made into an ointment, which 
is applied with a fine smooth eye-pencil of the thickness of 
an ordinary goose-quill, made either of wood, metal, or ivory. 
_ The way to use it was to hold the central portion of the pencil 
horizontally between the eyelids, and then draw it out between 
them, twisting it round all the while, so that the edges of the 
eyelids were blackened all round; and the object was to 
heighten the splendour of the dark southern eye, and give it, 
so to speak, a more deeply glowing fire, and to impart a youth- 
ful appearance to the whole of the eyelashes even in extreme 
old age. MRosellini found jars with eye-paint of this kind in 
the early Egyptian graves (vid. Hille, aber den Gebrauch wu. die 


afterwards it is stated with regard to Ahaziah, that “ Jehu sought him, and 
they seized him when he was hiding in Samaria, and brought him to Jehu 
and slew him,” from which it appears that Ahaziah escaped to Samaria. From 
the brevity of these accounts it is impossible to reconcile the discrepancy with 
perfect certainty. On the one hand, our account, which is only limited to the 
main fact, does not preclude the possibility that Ahaziah really escaped to 
Samaria, and was there overtaken by Jehu’s followers, and then brought back 
to Jehu, and wounded upon the height of Gur near Jibleam, whence he 
fled to Megiddo, where he breathed out his life. On the other hand, in the 
perfectly summary account in the Chronicles, fnnwa NanNnD NIM may be 
understood as referring to the attempt to escape to ‘Samaria and hide himself 
there, and may be reconciled with the assumption that he was seized upon the 
way to Samaria, and when overtaken by Jehu was mortally wounded. 
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Zusammenseizung der oriental. Augenschminke: Deutsch. morg. 
Zisch. v. p. 236 sqq.).—Jezebel did this that she might present 
an imposing appearance to Jehu and die as a queen; not to 
allure him by her charms (Ewald, after Ephr. Syr.). For (ver. 
31) when Jehu entered the palace gate, she cried out to him, 
“Ts it peace, thou Zimri, murderer of his lord?” She addressed 
Jehu as Zimri the murderer of the king, to point to the fate 
which Jehu would bring upon himself by the murder of the 
king, as Zimri had already done (vid. 1 Kings xvi. 10-18).— 
Vers. 32, 33. But Jehu did not deign to answer the worthless 
woman; he simply looked up to the window and inquired : 
“Who is (holds) with me? who?” Then two, three chamber- 
lains looked out (of the side windows), and by Jehu’s command 
' threw the proud queen out of the window, so that some of her 
blood spirted upon the wall and the horses (of Jehu), and Jehu 
trampled her down, driving over her with his horses and chariot. 
—vVer. 34. Jehu thereupon entered the palace, ate and drank, 
and then said to his men: “ Look for this cursed woman and 
bury her, for she is a king’s daughter.” M80, the woman 
smitten by the curse of God.—vVers. 35, 36. But when they 
went to bury her, they found nothing but her skull, the two 
feet, and the two hollow hands. The rest had been eaten by 
the dogs and dragged away. When this was reported to Jehu, 
he said: “This is the word of the Lord, which He spake by 
His servant Elijah,” etc. (1 Kings xxi 23), ze. this has been 
done in fulfilment of the word of the Lord. Ver. 37 is also 
to be regarded as a continuation of the prophecy of Elijah 
quoted by Jehu (and not as a closing remark of the historian, 
as Luther supposes), although what Jehu says here does not 
occur verbatim in 1 Kings xxi. 23, but Jehu has simply 
expanded rather freely the meaning of that prophecy. mm 
(Chethib) is the older form of the 3d pers. fem. Kal, which is 
only retained here and there (vid. Ewald, § 194, a). W8 is 
a conjunction (see Ewald, § 337, a): “that men may not be 
able to say, This is Jezebel,” ae. that they may no more be 
able to recognise Jezebel. 
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CHAP. xX. 1-27. EXTERMINATION OF THE OTHER SONS OF AHAB, OF 
THE BRETHREN OF AHAZIAH OF JUDAH, AND OF THE PROPHETS 
OF BAAL. 


Vers. 1-11. EXTERMINATION OF THE SEVENTY SONS oF AHAB 
IN SaMaria— Vers. 1-3. As Ahab had seventy sons in Samaria 
(0°32 in the wider sense, viz. sons, including grandsons [see at 
ver. 13], as is evident from the fact that O20, foster-fathers, 
are mentioned, whereas Ahab had been dead fourteen years, and 
therefore his youngest sons could not have had foster-fathers any 
longer), Jehu sent a letter to the elders of the city and to the 
foster-fathers of the princes, to the effect that they were to 
place one of the sons of their lord upon the throne. There is 
something very strange in the words DPD ONY MWK, « to the 
princes of Jezreel, the old men,” partly on account of the name 
Jezreel, and partly on account of the combination of 0°3p%7 with 
™e. If we compare ver. 5, it is evident that D°2p!7 cannot 
be the adjective to '* W, but denotes the elders of the city, so 
that the preposition by has dropped out before D°3pin, nn “Ww, 
the princes or principal men of Jezreel, might certainly be the 
chief court-officials of the royal house of Ahab, since Ahab 
frequently resided in Jezreel. But against this supposition 
there is not only the circumstance that we cannot discover 
any reason why the court-officials living in Samaria should be 
called princes of Jezreel, but also ver. 5, where, instead of the 
princes of Jezreel, the governor of the city and the governor of 
the castle are mentioned. Consequently there is an error of 
the text in bynr, which ought to read > YN, though it is older 
than the ancient versions, since the Chaldee has the reading 
buinr, and no doubt the Alexandrian translator read the same, 
as the Septuagint has sometimes ris 7roAews, like the Vulgate, 
and sometimes Zapapelas, both unquestionably from mere con- 
jecture. The “princes of the city” are, according to ver 5, the 
prefect of the palace and the captain of the city; the 0%}, 
“elders,” the magistrates of Samaria; and IXNN DD, the foster- 
fathers and tutors appointed by Ahab for his sons and grand- 
sons. ANA is governed freely by DHX, In ver. 2 the 
words from D3A&) to pw30 form an explanatory circumstantial 
clause: “since the sons of your lord are with you, and with 
you the war-chariots and horses, and a fortified city and arms,” 
ae. since you have everything in your hands,—the royal 
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pTinces and also the power to make one of them king. It is 
perfectly evident from the words, “the sons of your lord,” 
t.c. of king Joram, that the seventy sons of Ahab included 
' grandsons also. This challenge of Jehu was only a ruse, by 
which he hoped to discover the feelings of the leading men of 
the capital of the kingdom, because he could not venture, with- 
out being well assured of them, to proceed to Samaria to exter- 
minate the remaining members of the royal family of Ahab who 
were living there. °Y bn), to fight concerning, 7.e. for a person, 
as in Judg. ix. 17.—Vers. 4, 5. This ruse had the desired 
result. The recipients of the letter were in great fear, and said, 
Two kings could not stand before him, how shall we? and sent 
messengers to announce their submission, and to say that they 
were willing to carry out his commands, and had no desire to 
appoint a king—Vers. 6, 7. Jehu then wrote them a second 
letter, to say that if they would hearken to his voice, they were 
to send to him on the morrow at this time, to Jezreel, the heads 
of the sons of their lord ; which they willingly did, slaying the 
seventy men, and sending him their heads in baskets, ‘WR 
‘IR °22 VAN, “ the heads of the men of the sons of your lord,” 
ie. of the male descendants of Ahab, in which 28 may be 
explained from the fact that 02°1%23 has the meaning “ royal 
princes” (see the similar case in Judg. xix. 22). In order to 
bring out still more clearly the magnitude of Jehu’s demand, 
the number of the victims required is repeated in the circum- 
stantial clause, “ and there were seventy men of the king’s sons 
with (M8) the great men of the city, who had brought them up.” 
—vVers. 8, 9. When the heads were brought, Jehu had them 
piled up in two heaps before the city-gate, and spoke the next 
morning to the assembled people in front of them: “ Ye are 
righteous, Behold I have conspired against my lord, and have 
slain him, but who has slain all these?” Jehu did not tell the 
people that the king’s sons had been slain by his command, but 
spake as if this had been done without his interfering by a 
higher decree, that he might thereby justify his conspiracy in 
the eyes of the people, and make them believe what he says 
still further in ver. 10: “See then that of the word of the Lord 
nothing falls to the ground (i.e. remains unfulfilled) which 
Jehovah has spoken concerning the house of Ahab; and Jehovah 
has done what He spake through His servant Elijah.”—-Ver. 11. 
The effect of these words was, that. the people looked quietly 
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on when he proceeded to slay all the rest of the house of Ahab, 
z.¢. all the more distant relatives in Jezreel, and “ all his great 
men,” «.¢. the superior officers of the fallen dynasty, and “ all his 
acquaintances,” 1.¢. friends and adherents, and “ all his priests,” 
probably court priests, such as the heathen kings had; not secular 
counsellors or nearest servants (Thenius), a meaning which b'203 
never has, not even in 2 Sam. viii. 18 and 1 Kings iv. 5. 


Vers. 12-17. EXTERMINATION OF THE BROTHERS OF AHAZIAH 
OF JUDAH AND OF THE OTHER MEMBERS OF AHAB’S DYNASTY.— 
Vers. 12 sqq. Jehu then set out to Samaria; and on the way, at 
the binding-house of the shepherds, he met with the brethren of 
Ahaziah, who were about to visit their royal relations, and when 
he learned who they were, had them all seized, viz. forty-two 
men, and put to death at the cistern of the binding-house. 83" 
729, “he came and went,” appears pleonastic; the words are 
not to be transposed, however, as Bottcher and Thenius pro- 
pose after the Syriac, but 79% is added, because Jehu did not 
go at once to Samaria, but did what follows on the way. By 
transposing the words, the slaying of the relations of Ahaziah 
would be transferred to Samaria, in contradiction to vers. 15 
sqq.—The words from 3} M'3 8 onwards, and from iM to 
MRT 49D, are two circumstantial clauses, in which the sub- 
ject Ni. is added in the second clause for the sake of greater 
clearness: “ when he was at the binding-house of the shep- 
herds on the road, and Jehu (there) met with the brethren of 
Ahaziah, he said... .” O'Yo0 IPMS (BabaxcdO, LXX.) is 
explained by Rashi, after the Chaldee 37 Nw723 M3, as signify- 
ing locus conventus pastorum, the meeting-place of the shep- 
herds ; and Gesenius adopts the same view. But the rest of 
the earlier translators for the most part adopt the rendering, 
locus ligationis pastorum, from PY, to bind, and think of a house 
ubi pastores ligabant oves quando eas tondebant. In any case it 
was a house, or perhaps more correctly a place, where the 
shepherds were in the habit of meeting, and that on the road 
from Jezree]l to Samaria ; according to Eusebius in the Onom. 
8.v. Bataxad, a place fifteen Roman miles from Legio (Lun, 
Megiddo), in the great plain of Jezreel: a statement which 
may be correct with the exception of the small number of miles, 
but which does not apply to the present village of Beit Kad to 
the east of Jenin (Rob. Pal. iii. p. 157), with which, according 
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to Thenius, it exactly coincides. ‘NN ‘NN, for which we have 
‘mM ‘M8 2, Ahaziah’s brothers’ sons, in 2 Chron. xxii. 8, were 
not the actual brothers of Ahaziah, since they had been carried 
off by the Arabians and put to death before he ascended the 
throne (2 Chron. xxi. 17), but partly step-brothers, z.c. sons of 
Joram by his concubines, and partly Ahaziah’s nephews and 
cousins. Din, ad salutandum, 2.e. to inquire how they were, or 
to visit the sons of the king (Joram) and of the queen-mother, 
te. Jezebel, therefore Joram’s brothers. In ver. 1 they are both 
included among the “sons” of Ahab.—Vers. 15 sqq. As Jehu 
proceeded on his way, he met with Jehonadab the son of 
Rechab, and having saluted him, inquired, “Is thy heart true as 
my heart towards thy heart ?” and on his replying &, “ it is 
(honourable or true),” he bade him come up into the chariot, 
saying M, “if it is (so), give me thy hand ;” whereupon he said 
still further, “ Come with me and see my zeal for Jehovah,” and 
then drove with him to Samaria, and there exterminated all 
that remained of Ahab’s family. Jehonadab the son of Rechab 
was the tribe-father of the Rechabites (Jer. xxxv. 6). The rule 
which the latter laid down for his sons and descendants for all 
time, was to lead a simple nomad life, namely, to dwell in tents, 
follow no agricultural pursuits, and abstain from wine ; which 
tule they observed so sacredly, that the prophet Jeremiah held 
them up as models before his own contemporaries, who broke 
the law, of God in the most shameless manner, and was able to 
announce to the Rechabites that they would be exempted from 
the Chaldean judgment for their faithful observance of their 
father’s precept (Jer. xxxv.). Rechab, from whom the descend- 
ants of Jehonadab derived their tribe-name, was the son of 
Hammath, and belonged to the tribe of the Kenites (1 Chron. 
1.55), to which Hobab the father-in-law of Moses also belonged 
(Num. x. 29); so that the Rechabites were probably descend- 
ants of Hobab, since the Kenites the sons of Hobab had gone 
with the Israelites from the Arabian desert to Canaan, and had 
there carried on their nomad life (Judg. i 16, iv. 11; 1 Sam. 
xv. 6 ; see Witsii Miscell. ss. ii. p. 223 sqq.). This Jehonadab 
was therefore a man distinguished for the strictness of his life, 
and Jehu appears to have received him in this friendly manner 
on account of the great distinction in which he was held, not 
only in his own tribe, but also in Israel generally, that he 
might exalt himself in the eyes of the people through his 
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friendship.’—In 27 MN wn, “is with regard to thy heart hon- 
ourable or upright 2” Met is used to subordinate the noun to the 
clause, in the sense of quoad (see Ewald, § 277, a). OO” Nw3r72 
INNND, “all that remained to Ahab,” ic. all the remaining mem- 
bers of Ahab’s house. 


Vers. 18—27. EXTERMINATION OF THE PROPHETS AND PRIESTS 
OF BAAL AND OF THE BaaL-woRsHIP.—Vers, 18 sqq. Under the 
pretence of wishing to serve Baal even more than Ahab had 
done, Jehu appointed a great sacrificial festival for this idol, 
and had all the worshippers of Baal throughout all the land 
summoned to attend it; he then placed eighty of his guards 
around the temple of Baal in which they were assembled, and 
after the sacrifice was offered, had the priests and worshippers 
of Baal cut down by them with the sword. Objectively con- 
sidered, the slaying of the worshippers of Baal was in accord- 
ance with the law, and, according to the theocratical principle, 
was perfectly right ; but the subjective motives which impelled 
Jehu, apart from the artifice, were thoroughly selfish, as Seb. 
Schmidt has correctly observed. For since the priests and 
prophets of Baal throughout the Israelitish kingdom were 
bound up with the dynasty of Ahab, with all their interests 
and with their whole existence, they might be very dangerous 
to Jehu, if on any political: grounds he should happen not to 
promote their objects, whereas by their extermination he might 
hope to draw to his side the whole of the very numerous 
supporters- of the Jehovah-worship, which had formerly been 
legally established in Israel, and thereby establish his throne 
more firmly. The very fact that Jehu allowed the calf-wor- 
ship to continue, is a proof that he simply used religion as the 
means of securing his own ends (ver. 29). SY 37D (ver. 20), 
: omnes a festal assembly,” te. Dicca in the Bad a festal 
at cies xxiii, 36). 1p", and they proclaimed, "se the "festall 
meeting—Ver. 21. The temple of Baal was filled mp? iB, 


1 According to C. a Lapide, Jehu took him up into his chariot “‘ that he 
might establish his authority with the Samaritans, and secure a name for 
integrity by having Jehonadab as his ally, a man whom all held to be both 
an upright and holy man, that in this way he might the more easily carry out 
_ the slaughter of the Baalites, which he was planning, without any one daring 
to resist him.” 


CHAP. X. 18-27. 351 
« from one edge (end) to the other.” 8B in this sense is not 
to be derived from “8B, a corner (Cler, Ges), but signifies 
mouth, or the upper rim of a vessel Meaphora sumta a vasi- 
bus humore aliquo plenis: Vatabl—vVer. 22. AMADA OY WWE is 
the keeper of the wardrobe (Arab. prefectus vestium), for the 
dar. Ney. NAD signifies vestiarium (Ges. Thes. p.764). The refer- 
ence is not to the wardrobe of the king’s palace, out of which 
Jehu had every one who took part in the feast supplied with a 
festal dress or new caftan (Deres., Then., etc.), but the ward- 
robe of the temple of Baal, since the priests of Baal had their 
own sacred dresses like the priests of almost all religions (as 
Silius has expressly shown in his Jtal. iii. 24-27, of the priests 
of the Gadetanic Hercules). These dresses were only worn at the 
time of worship, and were kept in a wardrobe in the temple-— 
Vers. 23, 24. Jehu then came with Jehonadab to the temple, 
and commanded the worshippers of Baal to be carefully examined, 
that there might not be one of the worshippers of Jehovah with 
(among) them. When the priests of Baal were preparing to 
offer sacrifice, Jehu had eighty men of his guards stationed before 
the temple, and laid this injunction upon them: “ Whoever lets 
one of the men escape whom I bring into your hands (we must 
read. pon instead of b2t'), his life shall answer for his (the 
escaped man’s) life. ivB2 nnA iva, as in 1 Kings xx. 39.— 
Ver. 25. indaa : when he (the sacrificing priest, not J ehu) had 
finished the burnt-offering (the singular suffix i may also be 
taken as indefinite, when one had finished, vid. Ewald, § 294, d), 
Jehu commanded the runners and aides-de-camp: Come and 
smite them (the worshippers of Baal), without one coming out 
(escaping) ; whereupon they smote them with the edge of the 
sword, z¢. slew them unsparingly. OU; and the runners 
and aides-de-camp threw (those who had been slain) away, 
and went into the citadel of the temple of Baal. bysicna wy 
cannot be the city of the temple of Baal, ze. that part of 
the city in which the temple of Baal stood, for the runners 
were already in the court of the temple of Baal; but it is 
no doubt the temple-citadel, the true temple-house ("Y from 
WY, locus circumseptus)—templum Baalis magnifice exstructum 
instar arcis alicujus (Seb. Schm.).—Ver. 26. They then fetched 
the columns (N82) out of the temple and burned them (the 
suffix in ™5{% refers to the plural ax taken as an abstract 
noun, as in ch. iii, 3; ef. Ewald, § 317, a). They then broke 
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in pieces the °v3n na¥o, column of Baal, ze. the real image of 
Baal, probably a conical stone dedicated to Baal, whereas the 
nax0, which were burned, were wooden columns as mdpedpoe or 
cupBSwpot of Baal (see Movers, Phoniz. i. p. 674).—Ver. 27. 
Lastly, they destroyed the temple itself and made it nixino), 
privies, for which the Masoretes have substituted the euphemistic 
nixyiv, sinks, as a mark of the greatest insult, many examples 
of which are to be met with among Oriental tribes (vid. Ezra 
vi. 11, Dan. ii. 5, and Hevernick in Jloc.).—Thus Jehu exter- 
minated Baal from Israel This remark in ver. 28 forms the 
introduction to the history of Jehu’s reign, with which the last 
epoch in the history of the ten tribes begins. 


3. FRoM THE COMMENCEMENT OF THE REIGNS OF JEHU IN ISRAEL, 
AND ATHALIAH IN JUDAH, TO THE DESTRUCTION OF THE KING- 
DOM OF ISRAEL. 


CHAP. x. 28-XVII. 


In the 161 years which this epoch embraces, from Bc. 883 
to 722, the fate of the kingdom of Israel was accomplished. 
The first hundred years, which comprised the reigns of Jehu and 
his descendants, Jehoahaz, Jehoash, and Jeroboam IL, were the 
last day of grace for the rebellious ten tribes, at the expira- 
tion of which the judgment began to burst upon them. As the 
anointing of Jehu by Elisha was performed by the command of 
God, so also was the religious reform, which Jehu vigorously 
commenced with the extermination of the Baal-worship, a fruit 
of the labours of the prophets Elijah and Elisha within the 
sinful kingdom ; but this reform stood still half-way, since Jehu 
merely restored the idolatrous Jehovah-worship introduced by 
Jeroboam, and neither he himself nor his successors desisted 
from that sin. In order, therefore, if possible, to complete the 
work begun by His prophets of converting Israel to its God, the 
Lord now began to visit the rebellious tribes with severe chas- 
tisements, giving them up into the power of the Syrians, who 
under Hazael not only conquered the whole of the land to the 
east of the Jordan, but almost annihilated the military force of 
the Israelites (ch. x. 32, 33, xiii. 3, 7). This chastisement did 
not remain without fruit. Jehoahaz prayed to the Lord, and the 
Lord had compassion upon the oppressed for the sake of His 
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eovenant with the patriarchs, and sent them deliverers in Joash, 
who recovered the conquered land from the Syrians after the 
death of Hazael, and in Jeroboam, who even restored the ancient 
_ boundaries of the kingdom (ch. xiii. 4, 5, and 23 sqq., xiv. 25, - 
26). But with this renewal of external strength, luxuriance and 
debauchery, partiality in judgment and oppression of the poor 
began to prevail, as we may see from the prophecies of Hosea 
and Amos (Amos v. 10 sqq., vi. 1-6; Hos. vi. 7 sqq.); and in 
addition to the Jehovah-worship, which was performed in an 
idolatrous manner (Hos. vill. 13, ix. 4, 5), the worship of Baal 
was cairied on most vigorously (Hos. i. 13, 15, x. 1, 2), so 
that the people made pilgrimages to Bethel, Gilgal, and even to 
Beersheba in the south of the kingdom of Judah (Hos. iv. 15; 
Amos iv. 4, v. 5, vill. 14), and on account of the worship thus 
zealously performed, relied in carnal security upon the protection 
of God, and scoffed at the judgments of the Lord which were 
threatened by the prophets (Amos v. 14,18). This internal 
corruption increased with the death of Jeroboam, till all civil 
order was dissolved. Anarchy, conflicts for the possession of 
the throne, and repeated regicides, broke up the kingdom and 
made it ripe for the judgment of destruction, which was gradu- 
ally accomplished by the Assyrians, whom one party in the 
reign of Menahem had called to their help, under Pul, Tiglath- 
pileser, and Shalmanasar—The kingdom of Judah, on the other 
hand, was purified from the destructive consequences of the alli- 
ance with the dynasty of Ahab through the overthrow by the 
high priest Jehoiada of the godless Athaliah, who had murdered 
the royal children after the death of Ahaziah and seized upon 
the government, and, with the renewal of the covenant and the 
extermination of the worship of Baal under the young king whom 
Jehoiada had trained, was brought back to the theocratic path; 
and notwithstanding the fact that in the closing years of Joash 
and Amaziah idolatry found admission again, was preserved in 
that path, in which it increased in strength and stability, so that 
not only were the wounds quickly healed which the war with 
Israel, occasioned by Amaziah’s pride, had inflicted upon it through 
the conquest and plunder of Jerusalem (ch. xiv. 8 sqq.), but 
during the sixty-eight years comprised in the reigns of Uzziah 
and Jotham, the people rose to a state of great prosperity and 
wealth through the pursuit of agriculture and trade, and a 
thoughtful development of the resources of the land, and the 
Z 
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kingdom acquired great external power through the humiliation 
of the Philistines and the subjugation of the Edomites once 
more (2 Chron. xxvi). At the same time, neither of these 
kings was able entirely to suppress the illegal worship of the 
high places, although the temple-worship was regularly sustained 
according to the law ; and with the increase of wealth and power, 
not only did luxuriance and pride set in, but also idolatry and 
an inclination to heathen ways (Isa ii. 5-8 and 16 sqq., v. 18 
sqq.); so that even in the reigns of Uzziah and Jotham Isaiah 
predicted the day of the Lord’s judgment, which was to fall 
upon everything lofty and proud (Isa. ii—iv.). . This prophecy 
began to be fulfilled, so far as its first beginnings were concerned, 
even in the time of Ahaz. Under this weak and idolatrous 
ruler idolatry gained the upper hand, and the worship of Jehovah 
was suppressed; and this open apostasy from the Lord was 
followed by immediate punishment. The allied kings of Israel 
and Syria forced their way victoriously into Judah, and even 
stood before the gates of Jerusalem, with the intention of 
destroying the kingdom of Judah, when Ahaz, despising the 
help of the Lord, which was offered him by the prophet Isaiah, 
purchased the assistance of Tiglath-pileser the king of Assyria 
with silver and gold, and was thereby delivered from his foes 
But this made him dependent upon the Assyrians, who would 
have conquered the kingdom of Judah and destroyed it, as they 
had already destroyed the kingdom of Israel, had not the Lord 
hearkened to the prayer of the pious king and miraculously 
routed the powerful army of Sennacherib before the walls of 
Jerusalem. 


CHAP. Xx. 28—36. REIGN OF JEHU OF ISRAEL. 


Vers. 28, 29. Jehu exterminated the worship of Baal from 
Israel; but the sins of Jeroboam, the golden calves at Bethel 
and Dan, that is to say, the idolatrous worship of Jehovah, he 
allowed toremain. “ The golden calves, etc.:” this is a supple- 
mentary and explanatory apposition to “ the sins of Jeroboam.” 
—Vers. 30, 31. Jehu is promised the possession of the throne to 
the fourth generation of his sons for having exterminated the 
godless royal house of Ahab (vid. ch. xv. 12). The divine sen- 
tence, “ because thou hast acted well to do ght in mine eyes, 
(because thou) hast done as it was in my heart to the house of 
Ahab,” refers to the deed as such, and not to the subjective 
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motives by which Jehu had been actuated. For it is obvious 
that it had not sprung from pure zeal for the honour of the Lord, 
from the limitation added in ver. 31: “ but Jehu did not take 
heed to walk in the law of Jehovah with all his heart, and did 
not depart from the sins of Jeroboam.’—Vers. 32, 33. There- 
fore (this link of connection follows from the actual fact, though 
itis not distinctly mentioned in the text) Hazael had now to 
inflict chastisement upon faithless Israel In Jehu’s days Jeho- 
vah began “ to cut off in Israel,” 1c. to rend away certain portions 
from the kingdom. “ Hazael smote them (the Israelites) on the 
whole of the border of Israel,” 2.¢. of the kingdom, “ from Jordan 
to the sun-rising (ze. on the eastern side of the Jordan), the 
whole of the land of Gilead (ND MS is dependent upon 3°, 
which must be supplied from 53°), namely, the territory of the 
tribes of Gad, Reuben, and Half-Manasseh, from Aroer on the 
brook Arnon (now Araayr, a ruin on the northern border of the 
Mojeb (Arnon) valley; see at Num. xxxii. 34), the southern 
border of the Israelitish land to the east of the Jordan (Deut. 
i. 36, iii. 12), both Gilead and Bashan,” the two countries into 
which Gilead in the broader sense was divided (see at Deut. iii. 
8-1'7).—These conquests took place during thetwenty-eight years’ 
reign of Jehu, since Hazael began to reign before Jehu, viz. while 
Joram was king, and had already fought successfully against the 
Israelites at Ramoth in Joram’s reign (ch. vill. 28, 29), but not 
in the later part of Jehu’s reign, as Thenius supposes.—Vers. 
34-36. Conclusion of the history of Jehu’s reign The length 
of his reign is not given till the end in this instance (ver. 36), 
contrary to the usual custom in our books, because his ascent of 
the throne is not expressly mentioned in what precedes; but the 
general character of his reign is given in immediate connection 
with the account of his anointing and of the extermination of 
Ahab’s dynasty. 


CHAP. XI. TYRANNY AND OVERTHROW OF ATHALIAH, AND 
CORONATION OF JOASH. 


Vers. 1-3. THE GOVERNMENT OF ATHALIAH (cf. 2 Chron. xxii. 
10-12). After the death of Ahaziah of Judah, his mother 
Athaliah, a daughter of Ahab and Jezebel (see at ch. viii 18 
and 26), seized upon the government, by putting to death all 
the king’s descendants with the exception of Joash, a son of 
Ahaziah of only a year old, who had been secretly carried off 
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from the midst of the royal children, who were put to death, 
by Jehosheba, his father's sister, the wife of the high priest 
Jehoiada, and was first of all hidden with his nurse in the bed- 
chamber, and afterwards kept concealed from Athaliah for six 
years in the high priest’s house. The’ before NS" is no doubt 
original, the subject, Athaliah the mother of Ahaziah, being 
placed at the head absolutely, and a circumstantial clause intro- 
duced with N81: “ Athaliah, when she saw that, etc., rose up.” 
nappon yb, all the royal seed, 2.e. all the sons and relations of 
Ahaziah, who could put in any claim to succeed to the throne. 
At the same time there were hardly any other direct descend- 
ants of the royal family in existence beside the sons of Ahaziah, 
since the elder brothers of Ahaziah had been carried away by 
the Arabs and put to death, and the rest of the closer blood- 
relations of the male sex had been slain by Jehu (see at ch. x. 
13).—Jehosheba (Y21™, in the Chronicles nyavin'), the wife of 
the high priest Jehoiada (2 Chron. xxii. 11), was a daughter of 
king Joram and a sister of Ahaziah, but she was most likely 
not a daughter of Athaliah, as this worshipper of Baal would 
hardly have allowed her own daughter to marry the high 
priest, but had been born to Joram by a wife of the second 
rank. O'nind (Chethib), generally a substantive, mortes (Jer. 
xvi. 4; Ezek. xxviii. 8), here an adjective: slain or set apart 

for death. The Keri D'NDW is the participle Hophal, as in 
| 2 Chron. xxii 11. ‘dN 73N3 is to be taken in connection with 
3339: she stole him (took him away secretly) from the rest of 
the king’s sons, who were about to be put to death, into the 
chamber of the beds, z.e. not the children’s bed-room, but a room 
in the palace where the beds (mattresses and counterpanes) 
were kept, for which in the East there is a special room that is 
not used as a dwelling-room (see Chardin in Harm. Beobb. iii. 
p. 357). This was the place in which at first it was easiest to 
conceal the child and its nurse. 17D", “ they (Jehosheba and 
the nurse) concealed him,” is not to be altered into 777DM after 
the Chronicles, as Thenius maintains. The masculine is used 
in the place of the feminine, as is frequently the case. After- 
wards he was concealed with her (with Jehosheba) in the house 
of Jehovah, ze. in the home of the high-priest in one of the 
buildings of the court of the temple. 


Vers. 4-20. DETHRONEMENT OF ATHALIAH AND CORONATION 
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OF JOASH (compare the account in 2 Chron. xxiii, which is 
more elaborate in several points).’—Ver. 4. In the seventh 
year of Athaliah’s reign, Jehoiada sent for the captains of the 
king’s body-guard to come to him into the temple, and concluded 
a covenant with them, making them swear and showing them 
the king’s son, namely, to dethrone the tyrant Athaliah and set 
the king’s son upon the throne. Nixon “WW, centuriones, mili- 
tary commanders of the executioners and runners, i.e. of the 
royal body-guard. The Chethib ni'8D may be explained from 
the fact that MND is abridged from M8 (vid. Ewald, § 267, d). 
On ON) “ID = NBN 3 (L Kings 1. 38) see the Comm. on 
2 Sam. viii. 18; and on , as a periphrasis of the genitive, see 
Ewald, § 292, a. In 2 Chron xxiii. 1-3 the chronicler not 
only gives the names of these captains, but relates still more 
minutely that they went about in the land and summoned the 
Levites and heads of families in Israel to Jerusalem, probably 
under the pretext of a festal celebration; whereupon Jehoiada 
concluded = covenant with the persons assembled, to ensure their 
assistance in the execution of his plan——Vers. 5-8. Jehoiada 
then communicated to those initiated into the plan the necessary 
instructioms for carrying it out, assigning them the places which 
they were to occupy. “The third part of you that come on 
the Sabbath (te mount guard) shall keep the guard of the 
king’s house (“IHW is a corruption of 1%), and the third part 
shall be at the gate Sur, and the third part at the gate behind the 
runners, and (ye) shall keep guard over the house for defence; 
and the two parts of you, (namely) all who depart on the 
Sabbath, shall keep the guard of the house of Jehovah for 
the king; and ye shall surround the king round about, every 
one with his weapons in his hand; and whoever presses into 
the ranks shall be slain, and shall be with the king when 


‘In both accounts we have only short extracts preserved from a common 
and more complete original, the extracts having been made quite indepen- 
dently of one another and upon different plans. Hence the apparent dis- 
crepancies, which have arisen partly from the incompleteness of the two 
abridged accounts, and partly from the different points of view from which 
the extracts were made, but which contain no irreconcilable contradictions. 
The assertion of De Wette, which has been repeated by Thenius and Bertheau, 
that the chronicler distorted the true state of the case to favour the Levites, 
rests upon a misinterpretation of our account, based upon arbitrary assump- 
tions, as I have already shown in my apologetischer Versuch ilber die Chronik 
(p. 361 aqq.). 
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he goes out and in,” ¢¢. in all his steps. The words nawn ‘2 
and navn ‘Ny, “those coming and those going out on the 
Sabbath, ” denote the divisions of the watch, those who per- 
formed duty on the Sabbath and those who were relieved on 
the Sabbath ; not the military guard at the palace however, but 
the temple-guard, which consisted of Levites. For David had 
divided the priests and Levites into classes, every one of which 
had to perform service for a week and was relieved on the 
Sabbath: compare 1 Chron. xxiii-xxvi with Josephus (Ant. 
vii. 14, '7), who expressly says that every one of the twenty-four 
classes of priests had to attend to the worship of God “ for 
eight days, from Sabbath to Sabbath,” also with Lukei 5. On 
the other hand, we do not know that there was any similar 
division and obligation to serve in connection with the royal 
body-guard or with the army. The current opinion, that by 
those who come on the Sabbath and those who go out on the 
Sabbath we are to understand the king’s halberdiers or the 
guard of the palace, is therefore proved to be unfounded and 
untenable. And if there could be any doubt on the matter, 
it would be removed by vers. 7 and 10. According to ver. 7, 
two parts of those who went away (were relieved) on the Sab- 
bath were to undertake the guarding of the house of Jehovah 
about the king, 2.2. to keep guard over that room in the temple 
where the king then was. Could Jehoiada have used the royal 
body-guard, that was being relieved from guarding the palace, 
for such a purpose as this? Who can imagine that this is a 
credible thing? According to ver. 10, Jehoiada gave to the 
captains over a hundred the weapons of king David, which 
were in the house of Jehovah. Did the palace-guard then 
return without weapons? In 2 Chron. xxiii. 4, “those coming 
on the Sabbath” are correctly described as the priests and 
Levites coming on the Sabbath, 7c. the priests and Levites who 
entered upon their week’s duty at the temple on the Sabbath. 
According to this explanation of the words, which is the only 
one that can be grammatically sustained, the facts were as fol- 
lows: “When Jehoiada had initiated the captains of the royal 
halberdiers, and with their help the heads of families of the 
people generally, into his plan of raising the youthful Joash to 
the throne and dethroning Athaliah, he determined to carry 
out the affair chiefly with the help of the priests and Levites 
who entered upon their duty in the temple on the Sabbath, and 
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of those who left or were relieved at the same time, and entrusted 
the command over these men to the captains of the royal hal- 
berdiers, that they might occupy the approaches to the temple 
with the priests and Levites under their command, so as to 
prevent the approach of any military from the king’s palace 
and protect the youthful king These captains had come to 
the temple without weapons, to avoid attracting attention. 
Jehoiada therefore gave them the weapons of king David that 
were kept in the temple. 

With regard to the distribution of the different posts, the 
fact that two-thirds are spoken of first of all in vers. 5, 6, 
and then two parts in ver. 7, occasions no difficulty. For the 
two-thirds mentioned in vers. 5, 6 were those who came on the 
Sabbath, whereas the “ two divisions” (ni°} ‘AV) referred to in 
ver. 7 were all who went away on the Sabbath. Consequently 
the priests and Levites, who came on the Sabbath and entered 
upon the week’s service, were divided into three sections ; and 
those who should have been relieved, but were detained, into 
two. Probably the number of those who came this time to 
perform service at the temple was much larger than usual, as 
the priests were initiated into Jehoiada’s secret ; so that it was 
possible to make three divisions of those who arrived, whereas 
those who were about to depart could only be formed into two. 
The three divisions of those who were entering upon duty are 
also distinctly mentioned in the Chronicles ; whereas, instead of 
the two divisions of those who were relieved, “ all the people” 
are spoken of, The description of the different posts which 
were assigned to these several companies causes some difficulty. 
In general, so much is clearly indicated in vers. 7 and 8, that 
the two divisions of those who were relieved on the Sabbath 
were to keep guard over the young king in the house of 
Jehovah, and therefore to remain in the inner spaces of the 
temple-court for his protection ; whereas the three divisions of 
those who were entering upon duty were charged with the 
occupation of the external approaches to the temple. One- 
third was to “keep watch over the king’s house,” 2¢. to observe 
whatever had to be observed in relation to the king’s palace; 
not to occupy the king’s palace, or to keep guard in the citadel 
at the palace gate (Thenius), but to keep watch towards the 
royal palace, ze. to post themselves so that no one could force a 
way into the temple, with which the indefinite 9329 722 in the 
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Chronicles harmonizes, if we only translate it “ against (at) the 
king’s house.” The idea that the palace was guarded is pre- 
cluded not only by ver. 13, according to which Athaliah came 
out of the palace to the people to the house of Jehovah, which 
she would not have been able to do if the palace had been 
guarded, but also by the circumstance that, according to ver. 
19, the chief men were in the temple with the whole of the 
(assembled) people, and did not go out of the house of Jehovah 
into the king’s house till after the anointing of Joash and the 
death of Athaliah. The other third was to station itself at 
the gate Sur (11), or, according to the Chronicles, Yesod (tid‘), 
foundation-gate. There is no doubt as to the identity of the 
gate Sur and the gate Yesod; only we cannot decide whether 
one of these names has simply sprung from a copyist’s error, or 
whether the gate had two different names. The name iD’ "yv, 
foundation-gate, suggests a gate in the outer court of the temple, 
at the hollow of either the Tyropceon or the Kedron; for the 
context precludes our thinking of a palace gate. The third 
division was to be posted “at the gate behind the runners ;” 
or, as it is stated in ver. 19, “at the gate of the runners.” 
It is very evident from ver. 19 that this gate led from the 
temple-court to the royal palace upon Zion, and was there- 
fore on the western side of the court of the temple. This also 
follows from ver. 4 of the Chronicles, according to which this 
division was to act as “doorkeepers of the thresholds” (nye 
D’eD1), ze. to keep guard at the gate of the thresholds. For we 
may safely infer, from a comparison with 1 Chron. ix. 19, that 
D’BB were the thresholds of the ascent to the temple. The 
last clause, “ and shall keep guard over the house for defence,” 
refers to all three divisions, and serves to define with greater 
precision the object for which they were stationed there. MbD 
is not a proper name (LXX., Luther, and others), but an appel- 
lative in the sense of defence or resistance, from MD), depellere. 
The meaning is, that they were to guard the house, to keep off 
the people, and not to let any of the party of Athaliah force a 
way into the temple—lIn ver 7, ‘vm ‘Ny 52 is an explanatory 
apposition to D023 Nit ‘Av, “and the two parts in (of) you,” 
namely, all who go out on the Sabbath, «¢. are relieved from 
duty. Their task, to observe the watch of the house of Jehovah 
with regard to the king, is more precisely defined in ver. 8 as 
signifying, that they were to surround the king with weapons 
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in their hands, and slay every one who attempted to force a 
way into their ranks. iN32: inN¥3, 7. in all his undertakings, 
or in all his steps; Si2) NXY being applied to the actions and © 
pursuits of a man, as in Deut. xxviii. 6, xxxi 2, etc. (see the 
Comm. on Num. xxvii. 17). Thenius has explained this incor- 
rectly : “in his going out of the temple and entering into the 
palace.”——Vers. 9-11. The execution of these plans. The high 
priest gave the captains “the spears and shields (D'DEY : see at 
2 Sam. viii. 7) which (belonged) to king David, that were in the 
house of Jehovah,” te. the weapons which David had presented 
to the sanctuary as dedicatory offerings. Instead of NNN 
we ought probably to read nnn (cf. Mic. iv. 3, Isa. ii. 4), 
after the D°N'2NO of the Chronicles, since the collective force of 
m3M is very improbable in prose, and a nN might easily drop out 
through a copyist’s error. Jehoiada gave the captains weapons 
from the temple, because, as has been already observed, they 
had come unarmed, and not, as Thenius imagines, to provide 
them with old and sacred weapons instead of their ordinary 
ones. In ver. 11 the position of all the divisions is given in 
a comprehensive manner, for the purpose of appending the 
further course of the affair, namely, the coronation of the king. 
“ Thus the halberdiers stood, every one with his weapons in his 
hand, from the right wing of the house to the left wing, towards 
the altar (of burnt-offering) and the (temple-) house, round 
about the king,” z.e. to cover the king on all sides. For it is 
evident that we are not to understand 2°30 WON as signify- 
ing the encircling of the king, from the statement in ver. 12, 
according to which Jehoiada did not bring out the king’s son 
till after the men had taken up their positions. The use of 
o'x.5, to signify the captains with the armed priests and Levites 
put under their command for this purpose, is an uncommon 
one, but it may be explained from the fact that O°) had retained 
the general meaning of royal halberdiers; and the priests and 
Levites under the command of the captains of the royal body- guard 
by this very act discharged the duty of the royal body-guard 
itself. The chronicler has used the indefinite expression py", 
the whole of the people assembled in the temple-court.—Ver. 
12. After the approaches to the temple had all been occupied 
in this manner, Jehoiada brought out the king’s son from his 
home in the temple; or, he brought him forth, set the crown 
upon him, and handed him the testimony, te. the book of the 
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law, as the rule of his life and action as king, according to the 
precept in Deut. xvii. 18,19. NUponE is connected with 
UIT NN YOY, because yoy A. has the general meaning “ delivered 
to him, handed him,” and does not specially affirm the putting on 
of the crown. %2°25:, they made him king. The subject is the 
persons present, though, as a matter of course, the anointing 
was performed by Jehoiada and the priests, as the Chonicles 
expressly affirm. Clapping the hands was a sign of joyful accla- 
mation, like the cry, “ Long live the king” (cf. 1 Kings 1. 39). 
Vers. 13-16. Death of Athaltah.—Vers. 13, 14. As soon as 
Athaliah heard the loud rejoicing of the people, she came to the 
people into the temple, and when she saw the youthful king in 
his standing-place surrounded by the princes, the trumpeters, and 
the whole of the people, rejoicing and blowing the trumpets, 
she rent her clothes with horror, and cried out, Conspiracy, con- 
spiracy! Oy PX does not mean the people running together, 
but the original reading in the text was probably DYN PY, the 
people and the halberdiers, and the Vav dropped out through an 
oversight of the copyist By f%.7 we are to understand the 
captains of the halberdiers with the armed Levites, as in ver. 
11; and 59 is the people who had assembled besides (cf. ver. 
19). In the Chronicles Won pont D's is in apposition to 
byt: the noise of the people, the halberdiers, and those who 
praised the king. The 389, upon which the king stood, was not 
@ pillar, but an elevated standing-place (suggestus) for the king 
at the eastern gate of the inner court (8i253, 2 Chron. xxiii. 
13 compared with Ezek. xlvi. 2), when he visited the temple 
on festive occasions (cf. ch. xxiil. 3), and it was most probably 
identical with the brazen scaffold (15) mentioned in 2 Chron. 
vi. 13, which would serve to explain D8v®3, “ according to the 
right” (Angl. V. “as the manner was”). O79 are not merely 
the captains mentioned in vers. 4, 9, and 10, but these together 
with the rest of the assembled heads of the nation (Mi3N0 ‘wR, 
2 Chron. xiii. 2). ni¥¥n4, the trumpets, is an abbreviated ex- 
pression for those blowing the trumpets, the trumpeters. The 
reference is to the Levitical musicians mentioned in 1 Chron 
xii 8, xv. 24, etc.; for they are distinguished from "1 by, “all 
the people of the land rejoicing and blowing the trumpets,” <«.e. 
not all the military men of the land who were present in Jeru- 
salem (Thenius), but the mass of the people present in the temple 
(Bertheau).—Ver. 15. Jehoiada then commanded the captains 
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Gann “IPB, those placed over the army, ze. the armed men of the 
Levites, to lead out Athaliah between the ranks, and to slay 
every one who followed her, z.e. who took her part (Nn, inf. abs. 
instead of imperative); for, as is added supplementarily in ex- 
planation of this command, the priest had (previously) said: 
“ Let her not be slain in the house of Jehovah.” The temple 
was not to be defiled with the blood of the usurper and mur- 
deress.—Ver. 16. Thus they made way for her on both sides, or, 
according to the correct explanation given by the Chaldee, 30° 
on AD, they formed lines (Spalier, fences) and escorted her back, 
and she came by the way of the horses’ entrance into the palace, 
and was there put to death. O'Dib7 MI3D is explained in the 
Chronicles by D°D'Dn 7yw Ni, entrance of the horse-gate. The 
entrance for the horses, z.c. the way which led to the royal mews, 
is not to be identified with the horse-gate mentioned in Neh. 
iii. 28; for this was a gate in the city wall, whereas the road 
from the temple to the royal mews, which were no doubt near 
the palace, was inside the wall 

Vers. 17-20. Renewal of the covenant, extermination of the 
worship of Baal, and entrance of the king into the palace.—Ver. 
17. After Jehoash was crowned and Athaliah put to death, 
Jehoiada concluded the covenant (1) between Jehovah on the 
one hand and the king and people on the other, and (2) between 
the king and the people. The former was simply a renewal of 
the covenant which the Lord had made with Israel through 
Moses (Ex. xxiv.), whereby the king and the people bound them- 
selves mind py? nind, 2.¢. to live as the people of the Lord, or to 
keep His law (cf. Deut. iv. 20, xxvii. 9, 10), and was based upon 
the “ testimony” handed to the king. This covenant naturally 
led to the covenant between the king and the people, whereby 
the king bound himself to rule his people according to the law 
of the Lord, and the people vowed that they would be obedient 
and subject to the king as the ruler appointed by the Lord (cf. 
2 Sam. v. 3). The renewal of the covenant with the Lord was 
necessary, because under the former kings the people had fallen 
away from the Lord and served Baal. The immediate conse- 
quence of the renewal of the covenant, therefore, was the exter- 
mination of the worship of Baal, which is mentioned at once in 
ver. 18, although its proper place in order of time is after ver. 
18. All the people (7285 ny~53, as in ver. 14) went to the temple 
of Baal, threw down his altars, broke his images (the columns of 
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Baal and Astarte) rightly, ze. completely (20 as in Deut. ix. 21), 
and slew the priest Mattan, probably the chief priest of Baal, 
before his altars) That the temple of Baal stood within the 
limits of the sanctuary, «.e. of the temple of Jehovah (Thenius), 
cannot be shown to be probable either from 2 Chron. xxiv. 7 or 
from the last clause of this verse. (For 2 Chron. xxiv. 7 see 
the fuller remarks on ch. xii 5.) The words “and the priest 
set overseers over the house of Jehovah” do not affirm that 
Jehoiada created the office of overseer over the temple for the 
purpose of guarding against a fresh desecration of the temple by 
idolatry (Thenius), but simply that he appointed overseers over 
the temple, namely, priests and Levites entrusted with the duty 
of watching over the performance of worship according to the 
precepts of the law, as is more’ minutely described in vers. 18 
and 19.—Ver. 19. And he took the captains, and they brought 
the king down out of the house of Jehovah, etc. The word "7% 
is not to be pressed, but simply affirms that Jehoiada entrusted 
the persons named with the duty of conducting the king into 
his palace. Beside the captafns over a hundred (see at ver. 4) 
there are mentioned D'¥IN "35, ze. the royal halberdiers (the 
body-guard), who had passed over to the new king immediately 
after the fall of Athaliah and now followed their captains, and 
ys Dyn?d, all the rest of the people assembled. Instead of the 
halberdiers there are mentioned in the Chronicles povinn DAINT 
Dy2, the nobles and lords in the nation—a completion implied 
in the facts themselves, since Jehoiada had drawn the heads of 
the nation into his plan, and on the other hand the express al- 
lusion to the body-guard might be omitted as of inferior import- 
ance. We cannot infer from 1% that the bridge between Moriah 
and Zion was not yet in existence, as Thenius supposes, but 
simply that the bridge was lower than the temple-courts. In- 
stead of DYN y¥, the gate of the runners (ze. of the halberdiers), 
we find in the Chronicles propa “vv, the upper gate, which appears 
to have been a gate of the temple, according to ch. xv. 35 and 
2 Chron. xxvii 3. The statement that they came by the way 
of the runners’ gate into the house of the king is not at variance 
with this, for it may be understood as meaning that it was by 
the halberdiers’ gate of the temple that the entry into the palace 
was carried out.—In ver. 20 this account is concluded with the 
general remark that all the people rejoiced, sc. at the coronation 
of Joash, and the city was quiet, when they slew Athaliah with 
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the sword. This is the way, so far as the sense is concerned, in 
which the last two clauses are to be connected, 


CHAP. XII. REIGN OF KING JOASH OF JUDAH, AND REPAIRING OF 
THE TEMPLE. 


All that is recorded of the forty years’ reign of Joash, in 
addition to the general characteristics of the reign (vers. 1-4), 
is the repairing of the temple which was effected by him (vers. 
5-17), and the purchased retreat of the Syrians from their 
invasion of Judah (vers. 18 and 19), and finally his violent 
death in consequence of a conspiracy formed against him, of 
which we have only a brief notice in vers. 20-22. The parallel 
account in 2 Chron. xxiv. supplies several additions to this: 
viz. concerning the wives of Joash, the distribution of the 
Levites at the repairing of the temple, the death of Jehoiada, 
and the seduction of Joash to idolatry by the chief men of 
Judah, and the stoning of the prophet Zechariah, who condemned 
this rebellion,—all of which can easily be fitted into our account. 

Vers. 1-4 (1-5). Reign of Joash.—Ver. 1 (1, 2). His age on 
ascending the throne, viz. seven years (cf. ch. xi. 4).—Com- 
mencement and length of his reign. His mother’s name was 
Zibiah of Beersheba—vVer. 2 (3). Joash did that which was 
right in the eyes of the Lord ‘1) (Wk YO"03, “all his days 
that,” etc., .e. during the whole period of his life that Jehoiada 
instructed him (for 1 after substantives indicating time, place, 
and mode, see Ewald, § 331, c, 3; and for the use of the suffix 
attached to the noun defined by ‘1) 1W, compare ch. xiii. 14); 
not “all his life long, because Jehoiada had instructed him,” 
although the Athnach under >‘ favours this view. For Jehoiada 
had not instructed him before he began to reign, but he instructed 
him after he had been raised to the throne at the age of seven 
years, that is to say, so long as Jehoiada himself lived. The 
ymin ‘DrD of the Chronicles is therefore a correct explanation. 
But after Jehoiada’s death, Joash yielded to the petitions of the 
princes of Judah that he would assent to their worshipping 
idols, and at length went so far as to stone the son of his bene- 
factor, the prophet Zechariah, on account of his candid reproof 
of this apostasy (2 Chron. xxiv. 17-22).—Ver. 3 (4). But the 
worship on the high places was not entirely suppressed, not- 
withstanding the fact that Jehoiada instructed him (on this 
standing formula see the Comm. on 1 Kings xv. 14). 
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Vers. 4-16 (5-17). Repairing of the temple (cf. 2 Chron. 
xxiv. 5-14)—vVers. 4, 5. That the temple, which had fallen 
into ruins, might be restored, Joash ordered the priests to collect 
all the money of the consecrated gifts, that was generally brought 
into the house of the Lord, and to effect therewith all the 
repairs that were needed in the temple. The general expression 
Dip? ADD, money of the holy gifts, ze. money derived from 
holy gifts, is more specifically defined by ‘3 73)y 03, according 
to which it consisted of three kinds of payments to the temple : 
viz. (1) 13)9 DD, ze. money of persons mustered (or numbered 
in the census); 19 is an abbreviated expression for 72197 
o"PB1, “ he who passes over to those who are numbered ” (Ex. 
xxx. 13), as it has been correctly interpreted by the Chald., 
Rashi, Abarb., and others; whereas the explanation “ money 
that passes” (Luther), or current coin, which Thenius still 
defends, yields no suitable sense, since it is impossible to see 
why only current coin should be accepted, and not silver in 
bars or vessels, inasmuch as Moses had accepted gold, silver, 
copper, and other objects of value in natura, for the building 
of the tabernacle (Ex. xxv. 2, 3, xxxv. 5, xxxvi. 5,6). The 
brevity of the expression may be explained from the fact, that 
1ziy ADD had become a technical term on the ground of the 
passage in the law already cited. The objection raised by 
Thenius, that the explanation adopted would be without any 
parallel, would, if it could be sustained, also apply to his own 
explanation “ current money,” in which 7312 is also taken as 
an abbreviation of 79b> 73) in Gen. xxiii. 16. There is still 
less ground for the other objection, that if 73'Y \D> denoted 
one kind of temple-revenue, °3 or & would necessarily have 
been used. (2) i219... Wk, “every kind of souls’ valuation 
money ;” “N is more precisely defined by i279, and the position 
in which it stands before 1D3 resembles the {N32 in Gen. xv. 
10—literally, soul money of each one’s valuation. Thenius is 
wrong in his interpretation, “every kind of money of the souls 
according to their valuation,” to which he appends the erroneous 
remark, that &S is also used in Zech. x. 1 and Joel ii. 7 in con- 
nection with inanimate objects as equivalent to 5d. 21)... HR, 
every kind of valuation, because both in the redemption of the 
male first-born (Num. xviii. 15, 16) and also in the case of 
persons under a vow a payment had to be made according to 
the valuation of the priest. (3) “ All the money that cometh 
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into any one’s mind to bring into the house of the Lord,” ze. all 
the money which was offered as a free-will offering to the 
sanctuary. This money the priests were to take to themselves, 
every one from his acquaintance, and therewith repair all the 
dilapidations that were to be found in the temple. In the 
Chronicles the different kinds of money to be collected for this 
purpose are not specified; but the whole is embraced under 
the general expression “the taxes of Moses the servant of God, 
and of the congregation of Israel, to the tent of the testimony,” 
which included not only the contribution of half a shekel for 
the building of the temple, which is prescribed in Ex. xxx. 
12 sqq., but also the other two taxes mentioned in this 
account.’ Again, according to ver. 7 of the Chronicles, Joash 
gave the following reason for his command: “For Athaliah, 
the wicked woman, and her sons have demolished the house of 
God, and all the dedicated gifts of the house of Jehovah have 
they used for the Baals.” We are not told in what the violent 
treatment or demolition (2) of the temple by Athaliah and 
her sons consisted. The circumstance that considerable repairs 
even of the stonework of the temple were required in the time 
of Joash, about 130 or 140 years after it was built, is quite — 
conceivable without any intentional demolition. And in no 
case can we infer from these words, as Thenius has done, that 
Athaliah or her sons had erected a temple of Baal within the 
limits of the sanctuary. The application of all the dedicatory 
offerings of the house of Jehovah to the Baals, involves nothing 
more than that the gifts which were absolutely necessary for the 
preservation of the temple and temple-service were withdrawn 
from the sanctuary of Jehovah and applied to the worship of 
Baal, and therefore that the decay of the sanctuary would neces- 
sarily follow upon the neglect of the worship.—Vers. 6 sqq. But 


1 There is no ground either in the words or in the facts for restricting the 
perfectly general expression ‘‘taxes of Moses and of the congregation of 
Israel” to the payment mentioned in Ex. xxx. 12, as Thenius and Bertheau 
have done, except perhaps the wish to find a discrepancy between the two 
accounts, for the purpose of being able to accuse the chronicler, if not of 
intentional falsification, as De Wette does, at any rate of perverting the true 
state of the case. The assertion of Thenius, that the yearly payment of half a 
shekel, which was appointed in the law and regarded as atonement-money, 
appears to be directly excluded in our text, is simply founded upon the inter- 
pretation given to 43)y "DD as current money, which we have already proved 
to be false. | 
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when the twenty-third year of the reign of Joash arrived, and the 
dilapidations had not been repaired, the king laid the matter 
before the high priest Jehoiada and the priests, and directed 
them not to take the money any more from their acquaintance, 
but to give it for the dilapidations of the temple; “and the 
priests consented to take no money, and not to repair the 
dilapidations of the house,” ze. not to take charge of the repairs. 
We may see from this consent how the command of the king is 
to be understood. Hitherto the priests had collected the money 
to pay for the repairing of the temple; but inasmuch as they 
had not executed the repairs, the king took away from them 
both the collection of the money and the obligation to repair 
the temple. The reason for the failure of the first measure is 
not mentioned in our text, and can only be inferred from the 
new alrangement made by the king (ver. 9): “Jehoiada took a 
chest,—of course by the command of the king, as is expressly 
mentioned in 2 Chron. xxiv. 8,—bored a hole in the door (the 
lid) thereof, and placed it by the side of the altar (of burnt- 
offering) on the mght by the entrance of every one into the 
house of Jehovah. that the priests keeping the threshold might 
put thither (ze. into the chest) all the money that was brought 
into the house of Jehovah.”—Ver. 10. “And when they saw 
that there was much money in the chest, the king’s writer and 
the high priest came, and bound up and reckoned the money 
that was found in the house of Jehovah.” ‘1¥, to bind up the 
money in bags (cf. ch. v. 23). The binding is mentioned before 
the reckoning, because the pieces of money were not counted 
singly, but packed at once into bags, which were then weighed 
for the purpose of estimating the amount received.—Vers. 11, 
12. “They gave the money weighed into the hands of those who 
did the work, who were placed over the house of Jehovah,” @. 
the appointed overlookers of the work; “and they paid it (as 
it was required) to the carpenters and builders, who worked at 
the house, and to the masons and the hewers of stone, and for 
the purchase of wood and hewn stones, to repair the dilapida- 
tions of the house, and for all that might be spent (S¥, 2.e. be 
given out) for the house for repairing it.” It is quite clear 
from this, that the assertion of J. D. Michaelis, De Wette, and 
others, that the priests had embezzled the money collected, is 
perfectly imaginary. For if the king had cherished any such 
suspicion against the priests, he would not have asked for their 
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consent to an alteration of the first arrangement or to the new 
measure; and still less would he have commanded that the 
priests who kept the door should put the money into the chest, 
for this would have been no safeguard against embezzlement. 
For if the door-keepers wished to embezzle, all that they would 
need to do would be to put only a part of the money into the 
chest. The simple reason and occasion for giving up the first 
arrangement and introducing the new arrangement with the 
chest, was that the first measure had proved to be insufficient 
for the accomplishment of the purpose expected by the king. 
For inasmuch as the king had not assigned any definite amount 
for the repairing of the temple, but had left it to the priests to 
pay for the cost of the repairs out of the money that was to 
be collected, one portion of which at least came to themselves, 
according to the law, for their own maintenance and to provide 
for the expenses of worship, it might easily happen, without the 
least embezzlement on the part of the priests, that the money 
collected was paid out again for the immediate necessities of 
worship and their own maintenance, and that nothing remained 
to pay for the building expenses. For this reason the king 
himself now undertook the execution of the requisite repairs. 
The reason why the chest was provided for the money to be 
collected was, first of all, that the money to be collected for the 
building might be separated from the rest of the money that 
came in and was intended for the priests; and secondly, that 
the contributions to be gathered for the building might be in- 
creased, since it might be expected that the people would give 
more if the collections were made for the express purpose of 
restoring the temple, than if only the legal and free-will offerings 
were simply given to the priests, without any one knowing how 
much would be applied to the building—And because the king 
had taken the building into his own hand, as often as the chest was 
full he sent his secretary to reckon the money along with the high 
priest, and hand it over to the superintendents of the building. 
If we compare with this the account in the Chronicles, it 
helps to confirm the view which we have obtained from an un- 
prejudiced examination of the text as to the affair in question. 
According to ver. 5 of the Chronicles, Joash had commanded 
the priests and Levites to accelerate the repairs; “but the 
Levites did not hurry.” This may be understood as signifying 
that they were dilatory both in the collection of the money and 
2A 
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in the devotion of a portion of their revenues to the repairing of 
the temple. But that the king took the matter in hand himself, 
not so much because of the dilatoriness or negligence of the 
priests as because his first measure, regarded as an expedient, 
did not answer the purpose, is evident from the fact that, 
according to the Chronicles, he did not content himself with 
placing the chest at the entrance, but had a proclamation made 
at the same time in Judah and Jerusalem, to offer the tax of 
Moses for the repair of the temple (ver. 9)—evidently with no 
other intention than to procure more liberal contributions. For, 
according to ver. 10, all the chief men and all the people 
rejoiced thereat, and cast their gifts into the chest, ¢e. they 
offered their gifts with joy for the purpose that had been pro- 
claimed.—The other points of difference between the Chronicles 
and our texi are unimportant. For instance, that they placed the 
chest “at the gate of the house of Jehovah on the outside.” The 
nyin merely defines the expression in our text, ND WN"NII3 [O13 
oy , “tothe right at the entrance into the temple,” more minutely, 
by showing that the ark was not placed on the inner side 
of the entrance into the court of the priests, but against the 
outer wall of it. This is not at variance with Maren Oye in 
ver. 10; for even apart from the account in the Chronicles, 
and according to our own text, this cannot be understood as 
sionifying that the ark had been placed in the middle of the 
court, as Thenius explains in opposition to ‘\) Wx-N33, but can 
only mean at the entrance which was on the right side of the 
altar, 7.c. at the southern entrance into the inner court. Again, 
the further variation, that according to the Chronicles (ver. ‘1 1), 
when the chest was full, an officer of the high priest came with 
the scribe (not the high priest himself), furnishes simply a more 
exact definition of our account, in which the high priest is 
named ; just as, according to ver. 10, the high priest took the 
chest and bored a hole in the lid, which no intelligent commen- 
tator would understand as signifying that the high priest did it 
with his own hand. But there is a real difference between 
vers. 14 and 15 of our text and ver. 14 of the Chronicles, 
though the solution of this suggests itself at once on a closer 
inspection of the words. According to our account, there were 
no golden or silver vessels, basons, knives, bowls, etc., made with 
the money that was brought in, but it was given for the repair- 
ing of the house. In the Chronicles, on the contrary, it is 
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stated that “when they had finished the repairs, they brought 
the remnant of the money tothe king and Jehoiada, and he (the 
king) used it for vessels for the house of the Lord, for vessels of 
the service,” etc. But if we take proper notice of nnidaa here, 
there is no ground for saying that there is any contradiction, 
since the words of our text affirm nothing more than that none 
of the money that came in was applied to the making of vessels 
of worship so long as the repairing of the building went on. 
What took place afterwards is not stated in our account, which 
is limited to the main fact ; this we learn from the Chronicles. 
—Ver. 15. No return was required of the inspectors as' to the 
money handed over to them, because they were convinced of 
their honesty.—Ver. 16. The money obtained from trespass- 
offerings and sin-offerings was not brought into the house of 
Jehovah, 7.¢. was not applied to the repairing of the temple, but 
was left for the priests. In the case of the trespass-offering 
compensation had to be made for the earthly debt according to 
the valuation of the priest, with the addition of a fifth in money ; 
and this was assigned to the priests not only in the case of a 
5ym committed against Jehovah, but also when a neighbour had 
been injured in his property, if he had died in the meantime 
(see at Lev. v. 16 and'Num. v. 9). On the other hand, in the 
case of the sin-offerings the priests received no money according 
to the law. Most of the commentators therefore assume, that 
those who lived at a distance had sent money to the priests, 
that they might offer sin-offerings with it, and what money was 
over they had retained for themselves. But there is not the 
slightest trace of any such custom, which is quite at variance 
with the idea of the sin-offering. It may probably have become 
a customary thing in the course of time, for those who presented 
these offerings to compensate the officiating priest for his trouble 
by a free-will gift. 

Vers. 17 and 18. The brief account of Hazael’s campaign 
against Jerusalem is completed by 2 Chron. xxiv. 23, 24. 
Hazael had gone down along the coast after defeating Israel 
(see ch. xii. 3), for the purpose of making war upon Judah 
also, and had taken Gath, which Rehoboam had fortified 
(2 Chron. xi. 8). He then set his face, ze. determined, to 
advance to Jerusalem ; and Joash took the temple treasures, 
etc. According to the Chronicles, he sent an army against 
Judah and Jerusalem, which destroyed all the princes of the 
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nation and sent much booty to the king to Damascus, as the 
small army of the Synans had smitten the very large army of 
Judah. To protect Jerusalem, after this defeat, from being 
taken by the Syrians, Joash sent all the treasures of the temple 
and palace to Hazael, and so purchased the withdrawal of the 
Syrians. In this way the two brief accounts of the war may 
be both reconciled and explained; whereas the opinion, still 
repeated by Thenius, that the two passages treat of different 
wars, has no tenable ground to rest upon. The Philistian city 
of Gath (see the Comm. on Josh. xiii. 3) appears to have he- 
longed at that time to the kingdom of Judah, so that the Gath- 
ites were not among the Philistines who made an incursion into 
Judah in the reign of Joram along with the Arabian tribes of 
the south (2 Chron. xxi 16). And it is impossible to deter- 
mine when Gath was wrested from the Syrians again; probably 
in the time of Joash the son of Jehoahaz of Israel, as he re- 
covered from the Syrians all the cities which they had taken 
from the Israelites under Jehoahaz (ch. xiii. 25), and even 
smote Amaziah the king of Judza at Bethshemesh and took 
him prisoner (ch. xiv. 13; 2 Chron. xxv. 21 sqq.). “ All the 
consecrated things, which Jehoshaphat, Joram, and Ahaziah had 
consecrated, and his own consecrated things,” ¢.e. what he (Joash) 
himself had consecrated. The existence of such temple. treasures 
is not at variance either with the previous account of the repairing 
of the temple, for Joash would not use the consecrated offerings for 
the restoration of the temple, as the current revenue of the temple 
was sufficient for the purpose, or with 2 Chron. xxiv. 7, where 
it is stated that Athaliah and her sons had applied all the ‘7? 
_ ni’ m3 to the Baals (see at ch. xii. 5, p. 367); for even if we are 
to understand by the sons of Athaliah not bastard sons (Ewald, 
Gesch. iii. p. 582), but the brethren of Joram whom the Philis- 
tines and Arabians had carried off, Ahaziah and Joram, although 
they both of them served Baal, may, from political considera- . 
tions, have now and then made consecrated gifts to the temple, . 
if only in a passing fit of religious fear. 

Vers. 19-21. Conspiracy against Joash—Not long after the 
departure of the Syrians,- who had left Joash, according to 
2 Chron. xxiv. 25, with many wounds, his servants formed 
conspiracy against him and slew him upon his bed in the house 
Millo, which goeth down to Silla) This description of the 
locality is perfectly obscure for us. The conjecture that Nos 
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was the house in the castle of Milo which is so frequently 
mentioned (see at 1 Kings ix. 15 and 2 Sam. v. 9), is pre- 
cluded by the fact that this castle is always called N58" (with 
the article). NBD is regarded by many as an abbreviation of 
7IDDN, “which goes down by the road;’ and Thenius supposes 
that the reference is to the road which ran diagonally through 
the city from the Joppa gate to the Haram-area, corresponding 
to the present David’s road. Others regard NPD as the proper 
name of a place in the neighbourhood of Jerusalem. It is im- 
possible to get any certain meaning out of it, unless we alter 
the text according to arbitrary assumptions, as Thenius has done. 
The conspirators were Jozachar the son of Shimeath, and Jehoza- 
bad the son of Shomer, according to ver. 21; but according to 
the Chronicles (ver. 26), they were Zabad the son of Shimeath 
the Ammonitess, and Jehozabad the son of Shimrith the Moab- 
itess. The identity of the first names is perfectly obvious. 2! 
is a copyist’s error for 3!, and this is the contracted form of 


- 33h. The difference in the second: son of Shomer according 


to our text, and son of the Shimrith according to the Chronicles, 
has probably also arisen from a slip of the pen, since 1»¥ might 
easily be occasioned by the dropping out of the n from the de- 
fectively written mv, although it is also possible that Shomer 


_ may be the name of the grandfather. Joash was buried with 


his fathers in the city of David; but according to ver. 25 of 
the Chronicles he was not buried in the graves of the kings. 
The two statements are not irreconcilable ; and there may be 
good historical ground for the account in the Chronicles, as 
Bertheau acknowledges with perfect justice, in spite of the sus- 
picion which has been cast upon it by Thenius. 


CHAP. XIII. REIGNS OF JEHOAHAZ AND JOASH, KINGS OF ISRAEL. 
DEATH OF ELISHA. 


Vers. 1-9. REIGN oF JEHOAHAZ.— Jehu was followed by 
Jehoahaz his son, “in the twenty-third year of Joash of Judah.” 
This synchronistic statement is not only at variance with ver. 
10, but cannot be very well reconciled with ch xu 1. If 
Jehoahaz began to reign in the twenty-third year of Joash king 
of Judah, and reigned seventeen years, his son cannot have fol- 
lowed him after his death in the thirty-seventh year of Joash of 
Judah, as is stated in ver. 10, for there are only fourteen years 
and possibly a few months between the twenty-third and thirty- 
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seventh years of Joash; and even if he ascended the throne at 
the commencement of the twenty-third year of the reign of 
Joash and died at the end of the thirty-seventh, they could only 
be reckoned as fifteen and not as seventeen years. Moreover, 
according to ch. xii 1, Joash of Judah began to reign in the 
seventh year of Jehu, and therefore Athaliah, who ascended the 
throne at the same time as Jehu, reigned fully six years. If, 
therefore, the first year of Joash of Judah coincides with the 
seventh year of Jehu, the twenty-eighth year of Jehu must cor- 
respond to the twenty-second year of Joash of Judah; and in 
this year of Joash not only did Jehu die, but his son Jehoahaz 
ascended the throne. Consequently we must substitute the 
twenty-second year of Joash, or perhaps, still more correctly, 
the twenty-first year (Josephus), for the twenty-third.’ If Jehu 
died in the earliest months of the twenty-eighth year of his 
reign, so that he only reigned twenty-seven years and one or 
two months, his death and his son’s ascent of the throne might 


1 On the other hand, Thenius, who follows des Vignoles and Winer, not only 
defends the correctness of the account “in the twenty-third year of Joash,” 
because it agrees with the twenty-eight years’ reign of Jehu (ch. x. 36), but 
also holds fast the seventeen years’ duration of the reign of Jehoahaz on 
account of its agreement with ch. xiv. 1; for 6 years (Athaliah) + 40 years 
(Joash) = 46 years, and 28 years (Jehu) +17 years (Jehoahaz) = 45 years ; 80 
that, as is there affirmed, Amaziah the son of Joash ascended the throne in 
the second year of Joash the son of Jehoahaz. But to arrive at this result 
he assumes that there is an error in ver. 10, namely, that instead of the 
thirty-seventh year we ought to read the thirty-ninth year there, according 
to the edit. Aldina of the LXX. But apart from the fact that, as we have 
shown above in the text, the datum ‘‘in the twenty-third year of Joash” 
does not harmonize with the twenty-eight years’ reign of Jehu, this solution 
of the difference is overthrown by the circumstance that, in order to obtain 
this agreement between ver. 1 and ver. 14, Thenius reckons the years of the 
reigns not only of Athaliah and Joash, but also of Jehu and Jehoahaz, as fall 
years (the former 16 + 40, the latter 28+17); whereas, in order to bring 
the datum in ver. 1 (in the twenty-third year of Joash) into harmony with 
the emendation proposed in ver. 10 (in the thirty-ninth year of Joash), he 
reckons the length of the reign of Jehoahaz as only sixteen years (instead of 
seventeen). For example, if Jehoahaz reigned seventeen years, supposing 
that he ascended the throne in the twenty-third year of Joash of Judah, he 
died in the fortieth year of Joash (not the thirty-ninth), and his son began to 
reign the same year. In that case Amaziah would have begun to reign in 
the first year of Jehoash of Israel, and not in the second, as is stated in ch 
xiv. 1.—The reading of the LXX. (ed. Ald. ver. 10), “in the thirty-ninth 
year,” is therefore nothing byt a mistaken emendation resorted to for the 
purpose of removing a discrepancy, but of no critical value. 
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fall even in the closing months of the twenty-first year of the 
reign of Joash of Judah. And from the twenty-first to the 
thirty-seventh year of Joash, Jehoahaz may have reigned six- 
teen years and a few months, and his reign be described as 
lasting seventeen years.—Vers. 2, 3. As Jehoahaz trod in the 
footsteps of his forefathers and continued the sin of Jeroboam 
(the worship of the calves), the Lord punished Israel during his 
reign even more than in that of his predecessor. The longer 
and the more obstinately the sin was continued, the more severe 
did the punishment become. He gave them (the Israelites) into 
the power of the Syrian king Hazael and his son Benhadad 
DosT3, “the whole time,” sc. of the reign of Jehoahaz (md. 
ver. 22); not of the reigns of Hazael and Benhadad, as Thenius 
supposes in direct opposition to vers, 24 and 25. According to 
ver. 7, the Syrians so far destroyed the Israelitish army, that only 
fifty horsemen, ten war-chariots, and ten thousand foot soldiers 
were left—Vers. 4 sqq. In this oppression Jehoahaz prayed 
to the Lord ( ‘5 42n as in 1 Kings xiii. 6); and the Lord 
heard this prayer, because He saw their oppression at the hands 
of the Syrians, and gave Israel a saviour, so that they came out 
from the power of the Syrians and dwelt in their booths again, 
as before, z.¢e. were able to live peaceably again in their houses, 
without being driven off and led away by the foe. The saviour, 
yrwid, was neither an angel, nor the prophet Elisha, nor guidam 
e ducibus Joasi, as some of the earlier commentators supposed, 
nor a victory obtained by Jehoahaz over the Syrians, nor merely 
Jeroboam (Thenius); but the Lord gave them the saviour in 
the two successors of Jehoahaz, in the kings Jehoash and Jero- 
boam, the former of whom wrested from the Syrians all the 
cities that had been conquered by them under his father (ver. 
25), while the latter restored the ancient boundaries of Israel 
(ch. xiv. 25). According to vers. 22-25, the oppression by the 
Syrians lasted as long as Jehoahaz lived; but after his death 
the Lord had compassion upon Israel, and after the death of 
Hazael, when his son Benhadad had become king, Jehoash re- 
covered from Benhadad all the Israelitish cities that had been 
taken by the Syrians. It is obvious from this, that the oppres- 
sion which Benhadad the son of Hazael inflicted upon Israel, 
according to ver. 3, falls within the period of his father’s reign, 
so that it was not as king, but as commander-in-chief under his 
father, that he oppressed Israel, and therefore he is not even - 
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called king in ver. 3.—Ver. 6. “ Only they departed not,” etc., is 
inserted as a parenthesis and must be expressed thus: “ although 
they departed not from the sin of Jeroboam.”—Ver. 7. “ For 
(2) he had not left,” etc., furnishes the ground for ver. 5: God 
gave them a saviour, . . . although they did not desist from the 
sin of Jeroboam, . . . for Israel had been brought to the last ex- 
tremity ; He (Jehovah) had left to Jehoahaz people (OY, people 
of war), only fifty horsemen, etc. For ‘Dn instead of Sonn 
(ver. 6), see at 1 Kings xxi 21. The suffix "3 in ver. 6 refers 
to NXON, just as that in 735D in ver. 2 (see at ch. iii. 3). “And 
even the Asherah was (still) standing at Samaria,” probably 
from the time of Ahab downwards (1 Kings xvi. 33), since 
Jehu is not said to have destroyed it (ch. x. 26 sqq.). ‘31 DDE, 
“and had made them like dust for trampling upon,’—an ex- 
pression denoting utter destruction.—Vers. 8 and 9. Close of the 
reign of Jehoahaz. Jehoahaz had probably shown his might in 
the war with the Syrians, although he had been overcome. 


Vers. 10-13. REIGN oF JEHOASH OR JOASH OF ISRAEL—On 
the commencement of his reign see at ver. 1. He also walked 
in the sins of Jeroboam (compare ver. 11 with vers. 2 and 6). 
The war with Amaziah referred to in ver. 12 is related in the 
history of this king in ch. xiv. 8-14; and the close of the reign 
of Joash is also recorded there (vers. 15 and 16) with the stand- 
ing formula. And even here it ought not to be introduced till 
the end of the chapter, instead of in vers. 12 and 13, inasmuch 
as the verses which follow relate several things belonging to the 
reign of Joash. But as they are connected with the termination 
of Elisha’s life, it was quite admissible to wind up the reign of 
Joash with ver. 13. 


Vers. 14-21. ILLNESS AND DEATH OF THE PROPHET ELISHA. 
—Ver. 14. When Elisha was taken ill with the sickness of 
which he was to die, king Joash visited him and wept over his 
face, 2.c. bending over the sick man as he lay, and exclaimed, “ My 
father, my father! the chariot of Israel and horsemen thereof :” 
just as Elisha had mourned over the departure of Elijah (ch. 
li, 12). This lamentation of the king at the approaching death 
of the prophet shows that Joash knew how to value his labours. 
And on account of this faith which was manifested in his recog- 
nition of the prophet’s worth, the Lord gave the king another 
gracious assurance through the dying Elisha, which was confirmed 
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by means of a symbolical action —Vers. 15 sqq. “ Take—said 
Elisha to Joash—bow and arrows, . . . and let thy hand pass 
over the bow” (3374), z¢. stretch the bow. He then placed his 
hands upon the king’s hands, as a sign that the power which was 
to be given to the bow-shot came from the Lord through the 
mediation of the prophet. He then directed him to open the 
window towards the east and shoot, adding as he shot off the 
arrow: “ An arrow of salvation from the Lord, and an arrow of 
salvation against the Syrians; and thou wilt smite the Syrians at 
Aphek (see at 1 Kings xx. 26) to destruction.” The arrow that 
was shot off was to be a symbol of the help of the Lord against 
the Syrians to their destruction. This promise the king was 
then to appropriate to himself through an act of hisown. Elisha 
therefore directed him (ver. 18) to “take the arrows ;” and when 
he had taken them, said: 7Y°N 44, “strike to the earth,” 2.e. shoot 
the arrows to the ground, not “ smite the earth with the bundle 
of arrows” (Thenius), which neither agrees with the shooting of 
the first arrow, nor admits of a grammatical vindication; for 
73, when used of an arrow, signifies to shoot and to strike with 
the arrow shot off, ze. to wound or to kill (cf. ch. ix. 24, 
1 Kings xxii. 34). The shooting of the arrows to the earth was 
intended to symbolize the overthrow of the Syrians. “ And the 
king shot three times, and then stood (still),” ze. left off shooting. 
—Ver. 19. Elisha was angry at this, and said: “Thou shouldst 
shoot five or six times, thou wouldst then have smitten the 
Syrians to destruction; but now thou wilt smite them three 
times.” i302: it was to shoot, ie. thou shouldst shoot; com- 
pare Ewald, § 237, c; and for 1°37 M8, then hadst thou smitten, 
vid. Ewald, § 358, a. As the king was told that the arrow 
shot off signified a victory over the Syrians, he ought to have 
shot off all the arrows, to secure a complete victory over them. 
When, therefore, he left off after shooting only three times, this 
was a sign that he was wanting in the proper zeal for obtaining 
the divine promise, 7.e. in true faith in the omnipotence of God 
to fulfil His promise! Elisha was angry at this weakness of 
the king’s faith, and told him that by leaving off so soon he had 
deprived himself of a perfect victory over the Syrians.—Vers. 20, 


1 “ When the king reflected upon the power of the kings of Syria, since he 
had not implicit faith in Elisha, he thought that it was enough if he struck 
the earth three times, fearing that the prophecy might not be fulfilled if he 
should strike more blows upon the ground.”—CLERICUS. 
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21. Elisha then died at a great age. As he had been called by 
Elijah to be a prophet in the reign of Ahab and did not die till 
that of Joash, and forty-one years elapsed between the year that 
Ahab died and the commencement of the reign of Joash, he must 
have held his prophetical office for at least fifty years, and have 
attained the age of eighty. “And they buried him just as 
marauding bands of Moabites entered the land. And it came 
to pass, that at the burial of a man they saw the marandineg 
bands coming, and placed the dead man in the greatest haste in 
the grave of Elisha,” for the purpose of escaping from the enemy. 
But when the (dead) man touched the bones of Elisha, he came 
to life again, and rose up upon his feet. “I Axio "TN is a ar- 
cumstantial clause. The difficult expression 72% M3, “a year 
had come,” can only have the meaning given by the LXX. and 
Chald.: “ when a year had come,” and evidently indicates that 
the burial of Elisha occurred at the time when the yearly return- 
ing bands of Moabitish marauders invaded the land. Ewald (ri. 
Gramm. p. 528) would therefore read xi3, a coming of the year, 
in which case the words would be grammatically subordinate to 
the main clause. Luther renders it “ the same year,” 1 tpso anno, 
after the Vulgate and Syriac, as if the reading had been 12Y "3. 
bn, they, the people who had just buried a man. 9%, not 
threw, but placed hastily. 33 79": and the man went and 
touched. ra serves as a pictorial delineation of the thought, 
that as soon as the dead man touched the bones of Elisha he 
came to life. 2 is not only applied to the motion of inanimate 
objects, but also to the gradual progress of any transaction. The 
conjecture of Thenius and Hitzig, 204, “and they went away. » 1S 
quite unsuitable. The earlier Israelites did not bury their dead 
in coffins, but wrapped them in linen cloths and laid them 1D 
tombs hewn out of the rock. The tomb was then covered with 
a stone, which could easily be removed. The dead man, who 
was placed thus hurriedly in the tomb which had been opened, 
might therefore easily come into contact with the bones of 
Elisha. The design of this miracle of the restoration of the 
dead man to life was not to show how even in the grave Elisha 
surpassed his master Elijah in miraculous power (Ephr. SyT- and 
others), but to impress the seal of divine attestation upon the 
prophecy of the dying prophet concerning the victory of J oash 
over the Syrians (Wisd. xlviii. 13, 14), since the Lord thereby 
bore witness that He was not the God of the dead, but of the 
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living, and that His spirit was raised above death and corrupti- 
bility.—The opinion that the dead man was restored to life again 
in 2 natural manner, through the violent shaking occasioned by 
the fall, or through the coolness of the tomb, needs no refutation. 

Vers, 22-25. The prophecy which Elisha uttered before his 
death is here followed immediately by the account of its fulfil- 
ment, and to this end the oppression of the Israelites by Hazael 
is mentioned once more, together with that turn of affairs which 
took place through the compassion of God after the death of 
Hazael and in the reign of his son Benhadad. yn? is a plu- 
perfect: “Hazael had oppressed” (for the fact itself compare 
vers. 4 and 7). For the sake of the covenant made with the 
patriarchs the Lord turned again to the Israelites, and would 
not destroy them, and did not cast them away from His face 1Y 
mAY (“till now ”), as was the case afterwards, but delivered them 
from the threatening destruction through the death of Hazael. 
For in the reign of his son and successor Benhadad, Joash the 
son of Jehoahaz took from him again (32% is to be connected 
with p%) the cities which he (Hazael) had taken from Jehoahaz 
in the war. These cities which Hazael had wrested from 
Jehoahaz were on this side of the Jordan, for Hazael had con- 
quered all Gilead in the time of Jehu (ch. x. 32, 33). Joash 
recovered the former from Benhadad, whilst his son Jeroboam 
reconquered Gilead also (see at ch. xiv. 25). 


CHAP. XIV. REIGNS OF AMAZIAH OF JUDAH, AND JEROBOAM II. OF 
ISRAEL. 


Vers. 1-22. RrIGN oF AMAZIAH OF JUDAH (cf. 2 Chron. xxv.). 
—Vers. 1-7. Length and spirit of his reign, and his victory over 
the Edomies.—Ver. 1. Amaziah began to reign in the second 
year of Joash of Israel. Now as Joash of Israel ascended the 
throne, according to ch. xiii. 10, in the thirty-seventh year of Joash 
of Judah, the latter cannot have reigned thirty-nine full years, 
which might be reckoned as forty (ch. xii. 1), according to the 
principle mentioned at p. 186 sq. of reckoning the current years 
as complete years, if the commencement of his reign took place a 
month or two before Nisan, and his death occurred a month or two 
after, without its being necessary to assume a regency.— Vers. 2, 
3. Amaziah reigned twenty-nine years in the same theocratical 
spirit as his father Joash, only not like his ancestor David, ze. 
according to the correct explanation in 2 Chron. xxv. 2, not 
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with Dov 235 (see at 1 Kings xi. 4), since Amaziah, like his 
father Joash (see at ch. xii. 3), fell into idolatry in the closing 
years of his reign (cf. 2 Chron. xxv. 14 sqq.).—Only the high 
places were not taken away, etc—vVers. 5, 6. After establishing 
his own government, he punished the murderers of his father 
with death ; but, according to the law in Deut. xxiv. 16, he did 
not slay their children also, as was commonly the custom in the 
East in ancient times, and may very frequently have been done 
in Israel as well. The Chethib M0} is correct, and the Keri no’ 
is an unnecessary alteration made after Deuteronomy.—Ver. 7. 
The brief account of the defeat of the Edomites in the Salt 
Valley and of the taking of the city of Sela is completed by 
2 Chron. xxv. 6-16. According to the latter, Amaziah sought 
to strengthen his own considerable army by the addition of 
100,000 Israelitish mercenaries; but at the exhortation of a 
prophet he sent the hired Israelites away again, at which they 
were so enraged, that on their way home they plundered several 
of the cities of Judah and put many men to death. The Edom- 
ites had revolted from Judah in the reign of Joram (ch. viii. 
20 sqq.); Amaziah now sought to re-establish his rule over 
them, in which he was so far successful, that he completely 
defeated them, slaying 10,000 in the battle and then taking 
their capital, so that his successor Uzziah was also able to in- 
corporate the Edomitish port of Elath in his own kingdom once 
more (ver. 22). On the Salt Valley (noes for MODAN in the 
Chronicles), a marshy salt plain in the south of the Dead Sea, 
see at 2 Sam. viii 13. According to ver. 12 of the Chronicles, 
in addition to the 10,000 who were slain in battle, 10,000 
Edomites were taken prisoners and cast: headlong alive from the 
top of arock. Yi (the rock) with the article, because the epithet 
is founded upon the peculiar nature of the city, was probably 
the capital of the Edomites, called by the Greeks 1 Iérpa, and 
bore this name from its situation and the mode in which it was 
built, since it was erected in a valley surrounded by rocks, and 
that in such a manner that the houses were partly hewn in the 
natural rock. Of this commercial city, which was still flourish- 
ing in the first centuries of the Christian era, splendid ruins 
have been preserved in a valley on the eastern side of the ghor 
which runs down to the Elanitic Gulf, about two days’ journey 
from the southern extremity of the Dead Sea, on the east of 
Mount Hor, to which the Crusaders gave the name of vallis 
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Moysi, and which the Arabs still call Wady Musa (see Robinson, 
Pal. ii. pp. 512 sqq., and for the history of this city, pp. 574 
sqq., and Ritter’s Hrdkunde, xiv. pp. 1103 sqq.). 

Vers. 8-14. War with Joash of Israel—Ver. 8. Amaziah 
then sent a challenge to the Israelitish king Joash to go to 
war with him. The outward reason for this was no doubt the 
hostile acts that had been performed by the Israelitish troops, 
which had been hired for the war with Edom and then sent 
back again (2 Chron. xxv. 13). But the inward ground was 
the pride which had crept upon Amaziah in consequence of his 
victory over the Edomites, and had so far carried him away, 
that he not only forgot the Lord his God, to whom he was 
indebted for this victory, and brought to Jerusalem the gods of 
the Edomites which he had taken in the war and worshipped 
them, and silenced with threats the prophet who condemned 
this idolatry (2 Chron. xxv. 14 sqq.), but in his proud reliance 
upon his own power challenged the Israelitish king to war.— 
Vers. 9,10. Jehoash (Joash) answered his insolent challenge, 
“ Come, we will see one another face to face,” z.e. measure swords 
with one another in war, with a similar fable to that with which 
Lotham had once instructed his fellow-citizens (Judg. ix. 8 sqq.). 
“ The thorn-bush on Lebanon asked the cedar on Lebanon for its 
daughter as a wife for his son, and beasts of the field went by 
and trampled down the thorn-bush.” This fable is, of course, 
not to be interpreted literally, as though Amaziah were the 
thorn-bush, and Jehoash the cedar, and the wild beasts the 
warriors ; but the thorn-bush putting itself upon an equality with 
the cedar is a figurative representation of a proud man over- 
rating his strength, and the desire expressed to the cedar of a 
wish surpassing the bounds of one’s condition; so that Thenius 
is not warranted in inferring from this that Amaziah had in his 
mind the subjugation of Israel to Judah again. The trampling 
down of the thorn-bush by a wild beast is only meant to set 
forth the sudden overthrow and destruction which may come 
unexpectedly upon the proud man in the midst of his daring 
plans. Ver. 10 contains the application of the parable. The 
victory over Edom has made thee high-minded. 73? Iv: thy 
heart has lifted thee up, equivalent to, thou hast become high- 
minded. 357, “be honoured,” 7.¢. be content with the fame 
thou hast acquired at Edom, “and stay at home.” Wherefore 
shouldst thou meddle with misfortune? 73n], to engage in 
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conflict or war. Misfortune is thought of as an enemy, with 
whom, he wanted to fight——Vers. 11, 12. But Amaziah paid no 
attention to this warning. A battle was fought at Beth-shemesh 
(Ain-Shems, on the border of Judah and Dan, see at Josh xv. 
10); Judah was smitten by Israel, so that every one fled to his 
home.—Ver. 13. Jehoash took king Amaziah prisoner, and then 
came to Jerusalem, and had four hundred cubits of the wall 
broken down at the gate of Ephraim to the corner gate, and 
then returned to Samaria with the treasures of the palace and 
temple, and with hostages. The Chethib 185" is to be pointed 
iX3N, the vowel i being placed after x, as in several other cases 
(see Ewald,§ 18,6). There is no ground for altering 37K'3' after 
the Chronicles (Thenius), although the reading in the Chronicles 
elucidates the thought. For if Jehoash took Amaziah prisoner 
at Beth-shemesh and then came to Jerusalem, he no doubt 
brought his prisoner with him, for Amaziah remained king and 
reigned for fifteen years after the death of Jehoash (ver. 17). 
The Ephraim gate, which is generally supposed to be the same 
as the gate of Benjamin (Jer. xxxvii. 13, xxxviii 7; Zech. xv. 
10; compare Neh. viii. 16, xii. 39), stood in the middle of the 
north wall of Jerusalem, through which the road to Benjamin 
and Ephraim ran; and the corner gate was at the north-western 
corner of the same wall, as we may see from Jer. xxxi. 38 and 
Zech. xiv. 10. If, then, Jehoash had four hundred cubits of the 
wall thrown down at the gate Ephraim ¢o the corner gate, the 
distance between the two gates was not more than four hundred 
cubits, which applies to the northern wall of Zion, but not to 
the second wall, which defended the lower city towards the 
north, and must have been longer, and which, according to 
2 Chron. xxxii. 5, was probably built for the first time by Heze- 
kiah (vid. Krafft, Topographie v. Jerus. pp. 117 sqq.). Jehoash 
_ destroyed this portion of ‘the Zion wall, that the city might be 

left defenceless, as Jerusalem could be most easily taken on the 
level northern side.'—The treasures of the temple and palace, 
which Jehoash took away, cannot, according to ch. xii. 19, have 


1 Thenius takes a different view. According to the description which 
Josephus gives of this event (Ant. ix. 9, 3), he assumes that Jehoash had the 
four hundred cubits of the city wall thrown down, that he might get a mag- 
nificent gate (?) for himself and the invading army ; and he endeavours to 
support this assumption by stating that the space between the Ephraim gate 
and the corner gate was much more than four hundred cubits. But this 
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been very considerable. Mi20YAT ‘2, sons of the citizenships, 
ae. hostages (obsides, Vulg.). He took hostages in return for the 
release of Amaziah, as pledges that he would keep the peace. 

Vers. 15-17. The repetition of the notice concerning the end 
of the reign of Joash, together with the formula from ch. xiii. 
12 and 13, may probably be explained from the fact, that in 
the annals of the kings of Israel it stood after the account of the 
war between Jehoash and Amaziah. This may be inferred from 
the circumstance that the name of Joash is spelt invariably wim 
here, whereas in the closing notices in ch. xii. 12 and 13 we 
have the later form Uxi’, the one which was no doubt adopted 
by the author of our books. But he might be induced to give 
these notices once more as he found them in his original sources, 
from the statement in ver. 17, that Amaziah outlived Jehoash 
fifteen years, seeing therein a manifestation of the grace of God, 
who would not destroy Amaziah notwithstanding his pride, but 
delivered him, through the death of his victor, from further in- 
juries at his hands. As Amaziah ascended the throne in the 
second year of the sixteen years’ reign of Jehoash, and before 
his war with Israel made war upon the Edomites and overcame 
them, the war with Israel can only fall in the closing years of 
Jehoash, and this king cannot very long have survived his 
triumph over the king of Judah. | 

Vers. 18-22. Conspiracy against Amaziah—Ver. 19. Ama- 
ziah, like his father Joash, did not die a natural death. They 
made a conspiracy against him at Jerusalem, and he fled to 
Lachish, whither murderers were sent after him, who slew him 
there. The earlier commentators sought for the cause of this 
conspiracy in the unfortunate result of the war with Jehoash; 
but this conjecture is at variance with the circumstance that the 
conspiracy did not break out till fifteen years or more after that 
event. It is true that in 2 Chron. xxv. 27 we read “ from the 
time that Amaziah departed from the Lord, they formed a con- 
spiracy against him;” but even this statement cannot be under- 
stood in any other way than that Amaziah’s apostasy gave 
occasion for discontent, which eventually led to a conspiracy. 


assertion is based upon an assumption which cannot be sustained, namely, 
that the second wall built by Hezekiah (2 Chron. xxxii. 5) was already in 
existence in the time of Amaziah, and that the gates mentioned were in this 
wall. The subjective view of the matter in Josephus has no more worth than 
that of a simple conjecture. 
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For his apostasy began with the introduction of Edomitish 
deities into Jerusalem after the defeat of the Edomites, and 
therefore before the war with Jehoash, in the first part of his 
reign, whereas the conspiracy cannot possibly have lasted fifteen 
years or more before it came toa head. Lachish, in the low- 
lands of Judah, has probably been preserved in the ruins of Um 
Lakis (see at Josh x. 3).—Ver. 20. “ They lifted him upon the 
horses,” 7.e. upon the hearse to which the king’s horses had been 
harnessed, and brought him to Jerusalem, where he was buried 
with his fathers, 2.e.in the royal tomb.—Ver. 21. All the people 
-of Judah, ze. the whole nation, not the whole of the men of 
war (Thenius), thereupon made his son Azartah (Uzziah) king, 
who was only sixteen years old. UY or WY is the name 
given to this king here and ch. xv. 1, 6, 8, 17, 23, and 27, and 
1 Chron. iu. 12; whereas in ch. xv. 13, 30, 32, 34, 2 Chron. 
xxvi. 1, 3, 11, etc.,, and also Isa i. 1, vi. 1, Hos. 1 1, Amos i. 
1, and Zech. xiv. 5, he is called ™Y or WHY (Uzziah). This 
variation in the name is too constant to be attributable to a 
copyist’s error. Even the conjecture that Azariah adopted the 
name Uzziah as king, or that it was given to him by the soldiers 
after a successful campaign (Thenius), does not explain the use 
of the two names in our historical books. We must rather 
assume that the two names, which are related in meaning, 
were used promiscuously. WY signifies “in Jehovah is help ;” 
ny, “whose strength is Jehovah.” This is favoured by the 
circumstance adduced by Bertheau, that among the descend- 
ants of Kohath we also find an Uzziah who bears the name 
Azariah (1 Chron. vi. 9 and 21), and similarly among the 
descendants of Heman an Uzziel with the name Azarel (1 Chron. 
xxv. 4 and 18).—Ver. 22. Immediately after his ascent of the 
throne, Uzziah built, ze. fortified, Hlath, the Idumezan port (see 
at 1 Kings ix. 26), and restored it to Judah again. It is 
evident from this that Uzziah completed the renewed subjuga- 
tion of Edom which his father had begun. The position in 
which this notice stands, immediately after his ascent of the 
throne and before the account of the duration and character of 
his reign, may be explained in all probability from the importance 
of the work itself, which not only distinguished the commence- 
ment of his reign, but also gave evidence of its power. 


Vers. 23-29. REIGN OF JEROBOAM I. OF ISRAEL.—Ver. 23. 
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The statement that Jeroboam the son of Joash (Jehoash) 
ascended the throne in the fifteenth year of Amaziah, agrees 
with ver. 17, according to which Amaziah outlived Jehoash 
fifteen years, since Amaziah reigned twenty-nine years. On the 
other hand, the forty-one years’ duration of his reign does not 
agree with the statement in ch. xv. 8, that his son Zachariah did 
not become king till the thirty-eighth year of Azariah (Uzziah) ; 
and therefore Thenius proposes to alter the number 41 into 51, 
Ewald into 53. For further remarks, see ch. xv. 8. Jeroboam 
also adhered firmly to the image-worship of his ancestors, but he 
raised his kingdom again to great power.—Ver. 25. He brought 
back (2°03), te. restored, the boundary of Israel from towards 
Hamath in the north, to the point to which the kingdom ex- 
tended in the time of Solomon (1 Kings viii 65), to the sea 
of the Arabah (the present Ghor), i.e. to the Dead Sea (compare 
Deut. iii. 17, and iv. 49, from which this designation of the 
southern border of the kingdom of the ten tribes arose), “ accord- 
ing to the word of the Lord, which He had spoken through 
the prophet Jonah,” who had probably used this designation 
of the southern boundary, which was borrowed from the Pen- 
tateuch, in the announcement which he made. The extent of 
the kingdom of Israel in the reign of Jeroboam is defined 
in the same manner in Amos vi. 14, but instead of 2A DY 
the ATW M2 is mentioned, ze. in all probability the Wady el 
Ahsy, which formed the boundary between Moab and Edom; 
from which we may see that Jeroboam had also subjugated the 
Moabites to his kingdom, which is not only rendered probable 
by ch iii. 6 sqq., but is also implied in the words that he 
restored the former boundary of the kingdom of Israel—-On the 
prophet Jonah, the son of Amittai, see the Comm. on Jon. i. 1. 
Gath-Hepher, in the tribe of Zebulun, is the present village of 
Meshed, to the north of Nazareth (see at Josh. xix. 13).—Vers. 
26, 27. The higher ground for this strengthening of Israel in 
the time of Jeroboam was to be found in the compassion of 
God. The Lord saw the great oppression and helpless condition 
of Israel, and had not yet pronounced the decree of rejection. 
He therefore sent help through Jeroboam. 7%) ™\ without 
the article, and governed by ‘@ ‘38 (see Ewald, § 293, a), 
signifies very bitter, 70 having taken the meaning of 7D. 
This is the explanation adopted in all the ancient versions, and 
also by Dietrich in Ges, Zex, 3) 8¥Y DN), verbatim from Deut. 
2B 
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xxxil. 36, to show that the kingdom of Israel had been brought 
to the utmost extremity of distress predicted there by Moses, 
and it was necessary that the Lord should interpose with His 
help, if His people were not utterly to perish. 723 ¥9: He had 
not yet spoken, ze. had not yet uttered the decree of rejection 
through the mouth of a prophet. To blot out the name under 
the heavens is an abbreviated expression for : among the nations 
who dwelt under the heavens.— Vers. 28, 29. Of the rest of the 
history of Jeroboam we have nothing more than an intimation 
that he brought back Damascus and Hamath of Judah to Israel, 
i.e. subjugated it again to the kingdom of Israel #7379 is a peri- 
phrastic form for the genitive, as proper names do not admit of any 
form of the construct state, and in this case the simple genitive 
would not have answered so well to the fact. For the meaning 
is : “ whatever in the two kingdoms of Damascus and Hamath 
had formerly belonged to Judah in the times of David and 
Solomon.” By Damascus and Hamath we are not to understand 
the cities, but the kingdoms ; for not only did the city of Hamath 
never belong to the kingdom of Israel, but it was situated out- 
side the boundaries laid down by Moses for Israel (see at Num. 
xxxiv. 8). It cannot, therefore, have been re-conquered (2°07) 
by Jeroboam. It was different with the city of Damascus, 
which David had conquered and even Solomon had not per- 
manently lost (see at 1 Kings xi 24). Consequently in the 
case of Damascus the capital is included in the kingdom.—Ver. 
29. As Jeroboam reigned forty-one years, his death occurred in 
the twenty-seventh year of Uzziah. If, then, his son did not 
begin to reign till the thirty-eighth year of Uzziah, as is stated 
in ch. xv. 8, he cannot have come to the throne immediately 
after his father’s death (see at ch. xv. 8). 


CHAP. XV. REIGNS OF AZARIAH OF JUDAH, ZACHARIAH, SHALLUM, 
MENAHEM, PEKAHIAH, AND PEKAH OF ISRAEL, AND JOTHAM OF 
JUDAH. 


Vers. 1-7. REIGN oF AZARIAH (UzzIAH) oF JUDAH (cf. 2 
Chron. xxvi.).—The statement that “in the twenty-seventh year 
of Jeroboam Azariah began to reign” is at variance with ch. 
xiv. 2,16, 17, and 23. If, for example, Azariah ascended the 
throne in the fifteenth year of Joash of Israel, and with his 
twenty-nine years’ reign outlived Joash fifteen years (ch. xiv. 2, 
17); if, moreover, Jeroboam followed his father Joash in the 
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fifteenth year of Amaziah (ch. xiv. 23), and Amaziah died in 
the fifteenth year of Jeroboam ; Azariah (Uzziah) must have be- 
come king in the fifteenth year of Jeroboam, since, according to 
ch. xiv. 21, the people made him king after the murder of his 
father, which precludes the supposition of an interregnum. Con- 
sequently the datwm “in the twenty-seventh year” can only have 
‘ crept into the text through the confounding of the numerals 
(15) with t> (27), and we must therefore read “ in the fifteenth 
year.”—Vers. 2 sqq. Beside the general characteristics of Uzziah’s 
fifty-two years’ reign, which are given in the standing formula, 
not a single special act is mentioned, although, according to 
2 Chron. xxvi, he raised his kingdom to great earthly power 
and prosperity ; probably for no other reason than because his 
enterprises had exerted no permanent influence upon the deve- 
lopment of the kingdom of Judah, but all the useful fruits of 
his reign were destroyed again by the ungodly Ahaz. Uzziah 
did what was right in the eyes of the Lord, as his father Amaziah 
had done. For as the latter was unfaithful to the Lord in the 
closing years of his reign, so did Uzziah seek God only so long 
as Zechariah, who was experienced in divine visions, remained 
alive, and God gave success to his enterprises, so that during 
this time he carried on successful wars against the Philistines 
and Arabians, fortified the walls of Jerusalem with strong towers, 
built watch-towers in the desert, and constructed cisterns for 
the protection and supply of his numerous flocks, promoted 
agriculture and vine-pgrowing, and organized a numerous and 
well-furnished army (2 Chron. xxvi. 5-15). But the great 
power to which he thereby attained produced such haughti- 
ness, that he wanted to make himself high priest in his kingdom 
after the manner of the heathen kings, and usurping the sacred 
functions, which belonged according to the law to the Levitical 
priests alone, to offer incense in the temple, for which he was 
punished with leprosy upon the spot (ver. 5 compared with 
2 Chron. xxvi. 16 sqq.). The king’s leprosy is described in our 
account also as a punishment from God. ‘” 33%: Jehovah smote 
him, and he became leprous. This presupposes an act of guilt, 
and confirms the fuller account of this guilt given in the Chro- 
nicles, which Thenius, following the example of De Wette and 
Winer, could only call in question on the erroneous assumption 
“that the powerful king wanted to restore the regal high-priest- 
hood exercised by David and Solomon.” Ochler (Herzog’s Cyel.) 
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has already shown that such an opinion is perfectly “ groundless,” 
since it is nowhere stated that David and Solomon performed 
with their own hands the functions assigned in the law to the 
priests in connection with the offering of sacrifice, as the co- 
operation of the priests is not precluded in connection with the 
sacrifices presented by these kings (2 Sam. vi. 17, and 1 Kings 
iii 4, etc.).—Uzziah being afflicted with leprosy, was obliged to 
live in a separate house, and appoint his son Jotham as president 
of the royal house to judge the people, z.c. to conduct the ad- 
ministration of the kingdom.—The time when this event occurred 
is not stated either in our account or in the Chronicles. But 
this punishment from God cannot have fallen upon him before 
the last ten years of his fifty-two years’ reign, because his son, 
who was only twenty-five years old when his father died (ver. 
33, and 2 Chron. xxvii 1), undertook the administration of the 
affairs of the kingdom at once, and therefore must have been at 
least fifteen years old. M'WpNN M3 is taken by Winer, Gesenius, 
and others, after the example of Iken, to signify nosocomium, 


an infirmary or lazar-house, in accordance with the verb ais, 


jecit, 11. debilis, imbecillis furt. But this meaning cannot be traced 
in Hebrew, where ‘YN is used in no other sense than free, set 
at liberty, manumissus. Consequently the rendering adopted by 
Aquila is correct, olxos éAevGepias ; and the explanation given by 
Kimchi of this epithet is, that the persons who lived there were 
those who were sent away from human society, or perhaps more 
correctly, those who were released from the world and its privileges 
and duties, or cut off from intercourse with God and man.—Ver. 7. 
When Uzziah died, he was buried with his fathers in the city of 
David, but because he died of leprosy, not in the royal family 
tomb, but, as the Chronicles (ver. 23) add to complete the account, 
“in the burial-field of the kings;” so that he was probably 
buried in the earth according to our mode. His son Jotham 
did not become king till after Uzziah’s death, as he had not been 
regent, but only the administrator of the affairs of the kingdom 
during his father’s leprosy. _ 


Vers. 8-12. REIGN oF ZACHARIAH oF IsraEL.—vVer. 8. “ In 
the thirty-eighth year of Uzziah, Zachariah the son of Jeroboam 
hecame king over Israel six months.” As Jeroboam died in the 
twenty-seventh year of Uzziah, according to our remarks on ch 
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xiv. 29, there is an interregnum of eleven years between his 
death and the ascent of the throne by his son, as almost all the 
chronologists since the time of Usher have assumed. It is true 
that this interregnum may be set aside by assuming that Jero- 
boam reigned fifty-one or fifty-three years instead of forty-one, 
without the synchronism being altered in consequence. But as 
it is not very probable that the numeral letters 2) or 33 should 
be confounded with xb, and as the conflict for the possession of 
the throne, which we meet with after the very brief reign of 
Zachariah, when taken in connection with various allusions in 
the prophecies of Hosea, rather favours the idea that the anarchy 
broke out immediately after the death of Jeroboam, we regard 
the assumption of an interregnum as resting on a better founda- 
tion than the removal of the chronological discrepancy by an 
alteration of the text—Vers. 9 sqq. Zachariah also persevered 
in the sin of his fathers in connection with the calf-worship ; 
therefore the word of the Lord pronounced upon Jehu (ch, x. 30) 
was fulfilled in him.—Shallum the son of Jabesh formed a con- 
spiracy and put him to death DIT 22P, before people, ze. openly 
before the eyes of all’ As Israel would not suffer itself to be 
brought to repentance and to return to the Lord, its God and 
King, by the manifestations of divine grace in the times of 
Joash and Jeroboam, any more than by the severe judgments 
that preceded them, and-the earnest admonitions of the prophets 
Hosea and Amos; the judgment of rejection could not fail 
eventually to burst forth upon the nation, which so basely 
despised the grace, long-suffering, and covenant-faithfulness of 
God. We therefore see the kingdom hasten with rapid steps 
towards its destruction after the death of Jeroboam. In the 
sixty-two years between the death of Jeroboam and the conquest 
of Samaria by Shalmaneser anarchy prevailed twice, in all for 
the space of twenty years, and six kings followed one another, 
only one of whom, viz. Menahem, died a natural death, so as to 
be succeeded by his son upon the throne. The other five were 
dethroned and murdered by rebels, so that, as Witsius has truly 
said, with the murder of Zachariah not only was the declara- 
tion of Hosea (i. 4) fulfilled, “I visit the blood-guiltiness of 
Jezreel upon the house of Jehu,” but also the parallel utterance, 
“and I destroy the kingdom of the house of Israel,” since the 

1 Ewald in the most marvellous manner has made py-bap into a king 
(Gesch. iii. p. 598). 
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monarchy in Israel really ceased with Zachariah. “For the 
successors of Zachariah were not so much kings as robbers and 
tyrants, unworthy of the august name of kings, who lost with 
ignominy the tyranny which they had wickedly acquired, and as 
wickedly exercised.”—-WitsiUs, Aexadunr. p. 320. 


Vers. 13-16. REIGN or SHALLUM.—Shallum reigned only a 
full month (O'S, as in Deut. xxi 13; see at Gen. xxix. 14). 
Menahem the son of Gadi then made war upon him from 
Tirzah ; and by him he was smitten and slain. Menahem must 
have been a general or the commander-in-chief, as Josephus 
affirms. As soon as he became king he smote 7'iphsach,—4.e. Thap- 
sacus on the Euphrates, which has long since entirely disappeared, 
probably to be sought for in the neighbourhood of the present 
Rakka, by the ford of el Hamman, the north-eastern border city 
of the Israelitish kingdom in the time of Solomon (1 Kings 
v. 4), which came into the possession of the kingdom of Israel 
again when the ancient boundaries were restored by Jeroboam 11. 
(ch. xiv. 25 and 28), but which had probably revolted again 
during the anarchy which arose after the death of Jeroboam— 
“and all that were therein, and the territory thereof, from Tirzah ; 
because they opened not (to him), therefore he smote it, and had 
them that were with child ripped up.” 7*AD does not mean 
that Menahem laid the land or district waste from Tirzah to 
Tiphsach, but is to be taken in connection with 73° in this 
sense: he smote Tiphsach proceeding from Tirzah, ete. The 
position of this notice, namely, immediately after the account of 
the usurpation of the throne by Menahem and before the history 
of his reign, 1s analogous to that concerning Elath in the case 
of Uzziah (ch. xiv. 22), and, like the latter, is to be accounted 
for from the fact that the expedition of Menahem against 
Tiphsach formed the commencement of his reign, and, as we 
may infer from ver. 19, became very eventful not only for his 
own reign, but also for the kingdom of Israel generally. The 
reason why he proceeded from Tirzah against Tiphsach, was no 
doubt that it was in Tirzah, the present Tallusa, which was only 
three hours to the east of Samaria (see at 1 Kings xiv. 17), 
that the army of which Menahem was commander was posted, 
so that he had probably gone to Samaria with only a small body 
of men to overthrow Shallum, the murderer of Zachariah and 
usurper of the throne, and to make himself king. It is possible 
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that the army commanded by Menahem had already been col- 
lected in Tirzah to march against the city of Tiphsach, which 
had revolted from Israel when Shallum seized upon the throne 
by the murder of Zachariah ; so that after Menahem had re- 
moved the usurper, he carried out at once the campaign already 
resolved upon, and having taken Tiphsach, punished it most 
cruelly for its revolt. On the cruel custom of ripping up the 
women with child, ze. of cutting open their wombs, see ch. 
vill. 12, Amos 1 13, and Hos. xiv. 1. Tiphsach, Thapsacus, 
appears to have been a strong fortress; and from its situation 
on the western bank of the Euphrates, at the termination of 
the great trade-road from Egypt, Phcenicia, and Syria to Meso- 
potamia and the kingdoms of Inner Asia (Movers, Phéniz. 
i, 2, pp. 164,165; and Ritter, Hrdkunde, x. pp. 1114-15), 


the possession of it was of great importance to the kingdom 
of Israel.’ 


Vers. 17-22. Reign or MENAHEM.—Menahem’s reign lasted 
ten full years (see at ver. 23), and resembled that of his pre- 


1 There is no foundation for the view propounded by Ewald (Gesch. iii. p. 
599), Simson (Hosea, pp. 20, 21), Thenius, and many others, that Tiphsach 
was a city between Tirzah and Samaria, which Menahem laid waste on his march 
from Tirzah to Samaria to dethrone Shallum ; for it rests upon nothing more 
than the perfectly unwarrantable and ungrammatical combination of AYINY 
with mSyas-nx, ‘its boundaries toward Tirzah” (Sims.), and upon the two 
worthless objections: (1) that the great distance of AyInNDH from MAD’ pre- 
cludes the rendering ‘‘ going out from Tirzah ;” and (2) that Menahem was 
not the man to be able to conquer Thapsacus on the Euphrates. But there 
is no foundation for the latter assertion, as we have no standard by which to 
estimate the strength and bravery of the Israelitish army commanded by 
Menahem. And the first objection falls to the ground with the correct ren- 
dering of MY IND, viz. “ proceeding from Tirzah,” which is preferred even by 
Ewald and Thenius. With this rendering, the words by no means affirm 
that Menahem smote Tiphsach from Tirzah on the way to Samaria. This is 
merely an inference drawn from ver. 18, according to which Menahem went 
from Tirzah to Samaria to overthrow Shallum. But this inference is open to 
the following objections: (1) that it is very improbable that there was a 
strong fortress between Tirzah and Samaria, which Menahem was obliged to 
take on his march before he could overthrow the usurper in the capital of 
the kingdom; and (2) that the name Tiphsach, trajectus, ford, is by no 
means a suitable one for a city situated on the mountains between Tirzah 
and Samaria, and therefore, in order to carry out the hypothesis in question, 
Thenius proposes to alter Tiphsach into Tappuach, without any critical 
warrant for so doing. 


392 THE SECOND BOOK OF KINGS. 


decessors in its attitude towards God. In ver 18, the expres- 
sion "D‘"23 (all his days) is a very strange one, inasmuch as no 
such definition of time occurs in connection with the usual 
formula, either in this chapter (cf. vers. 24 and 28) or else- 
where (cf. ch. iii. 3, x. 31, xiii 2, 11, etc). The LXX. have 
instead of this, dy rais nyuépars avrov (in his days). If we 
compare ver. 29, 82 MPB ‘h’2 (in the days of Pekah came, 
etc.), 82 YD'2 might possibly be regarded as the original read- 
ing, from which a copyist’s error 83 YD‘"D arose, after which 
yOrD was connected with the preceding clause.—Ver. 19. In 
the time of Menahem, Pul king of Assyria invaded the land, 
and Menahem gave him 1000 talents of silver—more than two 
and a half millions of thalers (£375,000)—“ that his hands 
might be with him, to confirm the kingdom in his hand.” These 
words are understood by the majority of commentators from the 
time of Ephraem Syrus, when taken in connection with Hos. v. 13, 
as signifying that Menahem invited Pul, that he might establish 
his government with his assistance. But the words of Hosea, 
“ Ephraim goes to the Assyrian,” sc. to seek for help (ch. v. 13, 
cf. vii. 11 and viii. 9), are far too general to be taken as referring 
specially to Menahem; and the assumption that Menahem invited 
Pul into the land is opposed by the words in the verse before us, 
“Pul came over the land.” Even the further statement that 
Menahem gave to Pul 1000 talents of silver when he came into 
the land, that he might help him to establish his government, 
presupposes at the most that a party opposed to Menahem had 
invited the Assyrians, to overthrow the usurper. At any rate, we 
may imagine, in perfect harmony with the words of our account, 
that Pul marched against Israel of his own accord, possibly in- 
duced to do so by Menahem’s expedition against Thapsacus, and 
that his coming was simply turned to account as a good oppo!- 
tunity for disputing Menahem’s possession of the throne he had 
usurped, so that Menahem, by paying the tribute mentioned, per 
suaded the Assyrian to withdraw, that he might deprive the 
opposing party of the Assyrian support, and thereby establish his 
own rule——Ver. 20. To collect the requisite amount, Menahem 
imposed upon all persons of property a tax of fifty shekels each. 
kM with OY, he caused to arise, z.e. made a collection. NUSiT 1D 
a causative sense, from ¥%, to arise, to be paid (ch. xii. 19). 
2 "N23: not warriors, but men of property, as in Ruth ii 1, 
1 Sam. ix. 1, ‘08 W?, for the individual. Pul was the first 
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king of Assyria who invaded the kingdom of Israel and pre- 
pared the way for the conquest of this kingdom by his succes- 
sors, and for the extension of the Assyrian power as far as 
Egypt. According to the thorough investigation made by Marc. 
v. Niebuhr (Gesch. Assurs u. Babels, pp. 128 sqq.), Pul, whose 
name has not yet been discovered upon the Assyrian monu- 
ments, was the last king of Nineveh of the family of the Der- 
ketades, who still ruled over Babylon according to Berosus, and 
the last king but one of this dynasty.’ 


Vers. 23-26. REIGN oF PEKAHIAH.—Pekahiah the son of 
Menahem began to reign “in the fiftieth year of Uzziah.” As 
Menahem had begun to reign in the thirty-ninth year of Uzziah 
and reigned ten years, he must have died in the forty-ninth 
year of Uzziah; and therefore, if his son did not become king 
till the fiftieth year, some months must have elapsed between 
the death of Menahem and Pekahiah’s ascent of the throne, 
probably because, in the existing disorganization of the kingdom, 
the possession of the throne by the latter was opposed. Peka- 
hiah reigned in the spirit of his predecessors, but only for two 
years, as his aide-de-camp (¥*?¥, see at 2 Sam. xxiii. 8) Pekah 
conspired against him and slew him in the citadel (fiOn8, see at 
1 Kings xvi. 8) of the king’s palace, with Argob and Aryeh. 
Argob and Aryeh were not fellow-conspirators of Pekah, who 
helped to slay the king, but principes Pekachje, as Seb. Schmidt 
expresses it, probably aides-de-camp of Pekahiah, who were 
slain by the conspirators when defending their king. We must 
take the words in this sense on account of what follows : iD} 
‘i OwON, “and with him (Pekah) were fifty men of the Gilead- 
ites” (2.e. they helped him). The Gileadites probably belonged 


1 It is true that some trace of his expedition has been found in the monu- 
ments, since an inscription has been deciphered with tolerable certainty, 
stating that king Minikhimmi of Samirina (Menahem of Shomron or Samaria) 
paid tribute to an Assyrian king. But the name of this Assyrian king is not 
determined with certainty, as Rawlinson and Oppert read it Tiglat-palassar, 
and suppose Tiglath-pileser to be intended ; whereas M. v. Niebuhr (p. 132, 
note 1) imagines it to be the full name of Pul, since no Assyrian king ever 
had a name of one syllable like Pul as his official name, and even before that 
Hincks had detected in the name Minikhimmi the king Menahem who had to 
purchase the friendship of the Assyrian ruler Pul with 1000 talents of silver. 
(Comp. J. Brandis, uber d. histor. Gewinn aus der Entzifferung der assyr. 
Inschriften, Berl. 1856, p. 50.) 
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to the king’s body-quard, and were under the command of the 
aides-de-camp of Pekah. 


Vers. 27-31. Reicn oF PExAH.—Pekah the son of Remaliah 
reigned twenty years.’ During his reign the Assyrian king 
Tiglath-pileser came, and after conquering the fortified cities 
round Lake Merom took possession of Gilead and Galilee, namely 
the whole land of Naphtali, and led the inhabitants captive 
to Assyria. Tiglath-pileser (al-by. noan or soba nd3A, ch. xvi. 7; 
DNB or "D295 nyon, 1 Chron. v. 26, and 2 Chron. xxviii 20; 
Beyrabparacdp or Baryabherracdp, LXX.; written T'2glat-pal- 
latsira or Tiglat-palatsar on the Assyrian monuments, and inter- 
preted by Gesenius and others “ ruler of the Tigris,” although the 
reading of the name upon the monuments is still uncertain, and 
the explanation given a very uncertain one, since Tiglat or Tu- 
gat is hardy identical with Diglath=Tigris, but is probably a 
name of the goddess Derketo, Atergatis), was, according to M. v. 
Niebuhr (pp. 156, 157), the last king of the Derketade dynasty, 
who, when the Medes and Babylonians threw off the Assyrian 
supremacy after the death of Pul, attempted to restore and 
extend the ancient dominion.? His expedition against Israel 


1 As this is apparently at variance not only with ver. 30, according to 
which Pekah was slain in the twentieth year of Jotham, i.e. in the fourth 
year of Ahaz, but also with ch. xvii. 1, according to which Hosea the 
murderer of Pekah became king in the twelfth year of Ahaz and reigned 
nine years, Ewald has added yvin) after py without any hesitation, and 
lengthened Pekah’s reign to twenty-nine years, whereas Thenius proposes to 
alter twenty into thirty. But we do not thereby obtain an actual agreement 
either with ver. 30 or with ch. xvii. 1,80 that in both these passages Thenius 
is obliged to make further alterations in the text. Forinstance, if Pekah had 
reigned for thirty years from the fifty-second or closing year of Uzziah's reign, 
Hosea would have ascended the throne in the fourteenth year of Ahaz, sup- 
posing that he really became king immediately after the murder of Pekah, and 
notin the twelfth, as is stated in ch. xvii.1. Itis only with a reign of twenty- 
eight years and a few months (one year of Uzziah, sixteen of Jotham, and 
eleven of Ahaz), which might be called twenty-nine years, that the commence- 
ment of Hosea's reign could fall in the twelfth year of Ahaz. But the dis- 
crepancy with ver. 30, that Hosea conspired against Pekah and slew him in 
the twentieth year of Jotham, is not removed thereby. For farther remarks 
see at ver. 30 and ch. xvii. 1. 

2 M. Duncker (Gesch. des Alterthums, i. pp. 658, 659) also assumes that 
the dynasty changed with the overthrow of the Derketades, but he places 
it considerably earlier, about the year 900 or 950 B.c., because on the 
one hand Niebuhr’s reasons for his view cannot be sustained, and on the 
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falls, according to ver. 29 and ch. xvi. 9, in the closing years 
of Pekah, when Ahaz had come to the throne in Judah. The 
enumeration of his conquests in the kingdom of Israel commences 
with the most important cities, probably the leading fortifica- 
tions. Then follow the districts of which he took possession, 
and the inhabitants of which he led into captivity. The cities 
mentioned are Jjon, probably the present Aywn on the north- 
eastern edge of the Merj Ayun; Abel-Beth-Maacah, the present 
Abil el Kamh, on the north-west of Lake Huleh (see at 1 Kings 
xv. 20); Janoach, which must not be confounded with the 
Janocha mentioned in Josh. xvi. 6, 7, on the border of Ephraim 
and Manasseh, but is to be sought for in Galilee or the tribe- 
territory of Naphtali, and has not yet been discovered ; Kedesh, 
on the mountains to the west of Lake Huleh, which has been 
preserved as an insignificant village under the ancient name 
(see at Josh. xii. 22); Hazor, in the same region, but not 
yet traced with certainty (see at Josh. xi. 1). Gilead is the 
whole of the land to the east of apne the territory of 
the tribes of Reuben, Gad, and half-Manasseh (1 Chron. v. 26), 
which had only been wrested from the Syrians again a short 
time before by Jeroboam 1, and restored to Israel (ch. xiv. 
25, compared with ch. x. 33). mM (the feminine form of 
oa, see Ewald, § 173, h) is more precisely defined by the 
apposition “all the land of Naphtali” (see at 1 Kings ix 11). 
—In the place of 7X, “ to the land of Assyria,” the different 
Tegions to which the captives were transported are given in 
1 Chron. v.26. For further remarks on this point see at ch. xvii. 
6—Ver. 30. Pekah met with his death in a conspiracy organ- 
ized by Hosea the son of Elah, who made himself king “ in the 
twentieth year of Jotham.” There is something very strange in 
this chronological datum, as Jotham only reigned sixteen years 
(ver. 33), and Ahaz began to reign in the seventeenth year of 


other hand there are distinct indications that the change in the reigning 
family must have taken place about this time: viz. 1. in the ruins of 
the southern city of Nineveh, at Kalah, where we find the remains of the 
palaces of two rulers, who sat upon the throne of Assyria between the years 
900 and 830, whereas the castles of Ninos and his descendants must un- 
doubtedly have stood in the northern city, in Nineveh; 2. in the circum- 
stance that from the time mentioned the Assyrian kingdom advanced with 
fresh warlike strength and in a fresh direction, which would agree with the 
change in the dynasty.—Which of these two assumptions is the correct one, 
cannot yet be decided in the present state of the researches on this subject. 
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Pekah (ch. xvi. 1) ; so that Pekah’s death would fall in the fourth 
year of Ahaz. The reason for this striking statement can only 
be found, as Usher has shown (Chronol. sacr. p. 80), in the fact 
that nothing has yet been said about Jotham’s successor Ahaz, 
because the reign of Jotham himself is not mentioned till vers. 


32 sqq. 


Vers. 32-38. REIGN oF JOTHAM OF JUDAH (cf. 2 Chron. xxvii). 
—Ver. 32. “In the second year of Pekah Jotham began to 
reign.” This agrees with the statement in ver. 27, that Pekah 
became king in the last year of Uzziah, supposing that it oc- 
curred at the commencement of the year. Jotham’s sixteen 
years therefore came to a close in the seventeenth year of 
Pekah’s reign (ch. xvi. 1). His reign was like that of his father 
Uzziah (compare vers. 34, 35 with vers. 3, 4), except, as is 
added in Chron. ver. 2, that he did not force himself into the 
temple of the Lord, as Uzziah had done (2 Chron. xxvi. 16). 


1 Other attempts to solve this difficulty are either arbitrary and precarious, 
e.g. the conjectures of the earlier chronologists quoted by Winer (R. W. s. v. 
Jotham), or forced, like the notion of Vaihinger in Herzog’s Cycl. (art. Jotham), 
that the words n7y743 oni5 are to be eliminated as an interpolation, in which 
case the datum “ in the twentieth year ” becomes perfectly enigmatical ; and 
again the assertion of Hitzig (Comm. z. Jesaj. pp. 72, 73), that instead of 
in the twentieth year of Jotham, we should read ‘‘ in the twentieth year of 
Ahaz the son of Jotham,” which could only be consistently carried out by 
altering the text of not less than seven passages (viz. ver. 33, ch. xvi. 1, and 
2,17; 2 Chron. xxvii. 1 and 8, and xxviii. 1) ; and lastly, the assumption of 
Thenius, that the words from n3v’3 to My have crept into the text through 
a double mistake of the copyist and an arbitrary alteration of what had been 
thus falsely written, which is much too complicated to appear at all credible, 
even if the reasons which are supposed to render it probable had been more 
forcible and correct than they really are. For the first reason, viz. that the 
statement in what year of the contemporaneous ruler a king came to the 
throne is always first given when the history of this king commences, is 
disproved by ch. i. 17; the second, that the name of the king by the year 
of whose reign the accession of another is defined is. invariably introduced 
with the epithet king of Judah or king of Israel, is shown by ch. xii. 2 and 
xvi. 1 to be not in accordance with fact ; and the third, that this very king 
is never described by the introduction of his father’s name, as he ts here, 
except where the intention is to prevent misunderstanding, as in ch. xiv. 
1, 23, or in the case of usurpers without ancestors (ver. 32, xvi. 1 and 15), 
is also incorrect in its first portion, for in the case of Amaziah in ch. xiv. 23 
there was no misunderstanding to prevent, and even in the case of Joash 
in ch. xiv. 1 the epithet king of Israel would have been quite sufficient 
to guard against any misunderstanding. 
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All that is mentioned of his enterprises in the account before us 
is that he built the upper gate of the house of Jehovah, that is to 
say, that he restored it, or perhaps added to its beauty. The 
upper gate, according to Ezek. ix. 2 compared with ch. viii 3, 5, 
14 and 16, is the gate at the north side of the inner or upper 
court, where all the sacrifices were slaughtered, according to 
Ezek. xl 38-43. ‘We also find from 2 Chron. xxvii. 3 sqq. that 
he built against the wall of Ophel, and several cities in the 
mountains of Judah, and castles and towers in the forests, and 
subdued the Ammonites, so that they paid him tribute for three 
years. Jotham carried on with great vigour, therefore, the work 
which his father had began, to increase the material prosperity 
of his subjects —Ver. 37. In those days the Lord began to send 
against Judah Rezin, etc. It is evident from the position of this 
verse at the close of the account of Jotham, that the incursions 
of the allied Syrians and Israelites into Judah under the com- 
mand of Rezin and Pekah commenced in the closing years of 
Jotham, so that these foes appeared before Jerusalem at the very 
beginning of the reign of Ahaz.—It is true that the Syrians had 
been subjugated by Jeroboam 11. (ch. xiv. 28); but in the 
anarchical condition of the Israelitish kingdom after his death, 
they had no doubt recovered their independence. They must 
also have been overcome by the Assyrians under Pu, for he 
could never have marched against Israel without having first of 
all conquered Syria. But as the power of the Assyrians was 
greatly weakened for a time by the falling away of the Medes 
-and Babylonians, the Syrians had taken advantage of this weak- 
ness to refuse the payment of tribute to Assyria, and had formed 
an alliance with Pekah of Israel to conquer Judah, and thereby 
to strengthen their power so as to be able to offer a successful 
resistance to any attack from the side of the Euphrates——But 
as ch. xvi. 6 sqq. and ch. xvii show, it was otherwise decreed in 
the counsels of the Lord. 


CHAP. XVI. REIGN OF KING AHAZ OF JUDAH. 


With the reign of Ahaz a most eventful change took place m 
the development of the kingdom of Judah. Under the vigorous 
reigns of Uzziah and Jotham, by whom the earthly prosperity of 
the kingdom had been studiously advanced, there had been, as 
we may see from the prophecies of Isaiah, chs. ii—vi., which date 
from this time, a prevalence of luxury and self-security, of un- 
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righteousness and forgetfulness of God, among the upper classes, 
in consequence of the increase of their wealth, Under Ahaz 
these sins grew into open apostasy from the Lord; for this weak 
and unprincipled ruler trod in the steps of the kings of Israel, 
and introduced image-worship and idolatrous practices of every 
kind, and at length went so far in his ungodliness as to shut up 
the doors of the porch of the temple and suspend the temple- 
worship prescribed by the law altogether. The punishment 
followed this apostasy without delay. The allied Syrians and 
Israelites completely defeated the Judzans, slew more than a 
hundred thousand men and led away a much larger number of 
prisoners, and then advanced to Jerusalem to put an end to the 
kingdom of Judah by the conquest of the capital. In this dis- 
tress, instead of seeking help from the Lord, who promised him 
deliverance through the prophet Isaiah, Ahaz sought help from 
Tiglath-pileser the king of Assyria, who came and delivered him 
from the oppression of Rezin and Pekah by the conquest of 
Damascus, Galilee, and the Israelitish land to the east of the 
Jordan, but who then oppressed him himself, so that Ahaz was 
obliged to purchase the friendship of this conqueror by sending 
him all the treasures of the temple and palace—In the chapter 
before us we have first of all the general characteristics of the 
idolatry of Ahaz (vers, 2-4), then a summary account of his 
oppression by Rezin and Pekah, and his seeking help from the 
king of Assyria (vers. 5-9), and lastly a description of the erec- 
tion of a heathen altar in the court of the temple on the site 
of the brazen altar of burnt-offering, and of other acts of demo- 
lition performed upon the older sacred objects in the temple- 
court (vers. 10-18). The parallel account in 2 Chron. xxvill 
supplies many additions to the facts recorded here. 

Vers. 1-4. On the time mentioned, “ in the seventeenth year 
of Pekah Ahaz became king,” see at ch. xv. 32. The datum 
“twenty years old” is a striking one, even if we compare with 
it ch. xviii. 2. As Ahaz reigned only sixteen years, and at his 
death his son Hezekiah became king at the age of twenty-five 
years (ch. xviii. 2), Ahaz must have begotten him in the eleventh 
year of his age. It is true that in southern lands this is neither 
impossible nor unknown,! but in the case of the kings of Judah 

1 In the East they marry girls of nine or ten years of age to boys of twelve 


or thirteen (Volney, Reise, ii. p. 860). Among the Indians husbands of ten 
years of age and wives of eight are mentioned (Thevenot, Reisen, iii. pp. 100 
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it would be without analogy. The reading found in the LXX., 
Syr., and Arab. at 2 Chron. xxvii. 1, and also in certain codd., 
viz. five and twenty instead of twenty, may therefore be a pre- 
ferable one. According to this, Hezekiah, like Ahaz, was born 
in his father’s sixteenth year.—Ver. 3. “ Ahaz walked in the 
way of the kings of Israel,” to which there is added by way of 
explanation in 2 Chron. xxvii. 2, “and also made molten images 
to the Baals.” This refers, primarily, simply to the worship of 
Jehovah under the image of a calf, which they had invented ; 
for this was the way in which all the kings of Israel walked. 
At the same time, in ch. viii. 18 the same formula is so used: of 
Joram king of Judah as to include the worship of Baal by the 
dynasty of Ahab. Consequently in the verse before us also the 
way of the kings of Israel includes the worship of Baal, which is 
especially mentioned in the Chronicles—“ He even made his 
son pass through the fire,” 2.¢. offered him in sacrifice to Moloch 
in the valley of Benhinnom (see at ch. xxii. 10), after the 
abominations of the nations, whom Jehovah had cast out before 
Israel. Instead of 133 we have the plural "22 in 2- Chron. 
xxviii 3, and in ver. 16 WN ‘370, kings of Asshur, instead of 
BON 729, although only one, viz. Tiglath-pileser, is spoken of. 
This repeated use of the plural shows very plainly that it is to 
be understood rhetorically, as expressing the thought in the most 
general manner, since the number was of less importance than 
the fact.’ So far as the fact is concerned, we have here the first 
instance of an actual Moloch-sacrifice among the Israelites, 2.¢. of 
one performed by slaying and burning. For although the phrase 


and 165). In Abyssinia boys of twelve and even ten years old marry (Riippell, 
Abessynien, ti. p. 59). Among the Jews in Tiberias, mothers of eleven years 
of age and fathers of thirteen are not uncommon (Burckh. Syrien, p. 570); 
and Lynch saw a wife there, who to all appearance was a mere child about 
ten years of age, who had been married two years already. In the epist. 
ad N. Carbonelli, from Hieronymi epist. ad Vitalem, 132, and in an ancient 
glossa, Bochart has also cited examples of one boy of ten years and another 
of nine, qui nutricem suam gravidavit, together with several other cases of a 
similar kind from later writers. Cf. Bocharti Opp. i. (Geogr. sacr.) p. 920, 
ed. Lugd. 1692. 

1 The Greeks and Romans also use the plural instead of the singular in their 
rhetorical style of writing, especially when a father, a mother, or a son is 
spoken of. Cf. Cic. de prov. cons. xiv. 35: si ad jucundissimos liberos, si ad 
clarissimum generum redire properaret, where Julia, the only daughter of 
Cesar, and the wife of Pompey the Great, is referred to; and for other ex- 
amples see Caspari, der Syr. Ephraimit. Krieg, p. 41. 
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UND V3YN or "pb? does not in itself denote the slaying and burn- 
“ing of the children as Moloch-sacrifices, but primanily affirms 
nothing more than the simple passing through fire, a kind of feb- 
ruation or baptism of fire (see at Lev. xviii. 21); such passages as 
Ezek. xvi. 21 and Jer. vii. 31, where sacrificing in the valley of 
Benhinnom is called slaying and burning the children, show most 
distinctly that in the verse before us YX3 TIN is to be taken 
as signifying actual sacrificing, ze. the burning of the children 
slain in sacrifice to Moloch, and, as the emphatic 02) indicates, 
that this kind of idolatrous worship, which had never been 
heard of before in Judah and Israel, was introduced by Ahaz.’ 
In the Chronicles, therefore, “3¥" is correctly explained by 
"ya", “he burned;” though we cannot infer from this that 
Yay is always a mere conjecture for "Y23, as Geiger does 
(Urschrift u. Uebers. der Bibel, p. 305). The offering of his son 
for Moloch took place, in all probability, during the severe 
oppression of Ahaz by the Syrians, and was intended to appease 
the wrath of the gods, as was done by the king of the Moabites 
in similar circumstances (ch. iii. 27).—In ver. 4 the idolatry 


1 ‘Tf this idolatry had occurred among the Israelites before the time of Ahag, 
its abominations would certainly not have been passed over by the biblical 
writers, who so frequently mention other forms of idolatry.” These are the 
correct words of Movers (Phéniz. i. p. 65), who only errs in the fact that on 
the one hand he supposes the origin of human sacrifices in the time of Ahaz 
to have been inwardly connected with the appearance of the Assyrians, and 
traces them to the acquaintance of the Israelites with the Assyrian fire-deities 
Adrammelech and Anammelech (ch. xvii. 31), and on the other hand gives this 
explanation of the phrase, ‘‘ cause to pass through the fire for Moloch,” which 
is used to denote the sacrificing of children: ‘‘ the burning of children was 
regarded as a passage, whereby, after the separation of the impure and earthly 
dross of the body, the children attained to union with the deity ” (p. 329). To 
this J. G. Miiller has correctly replied (in Herzog’s Cyclop.): ‘‘ This mystic, 
pantheistic, moralizing view of human sacrifices is not the ancient and original 
view of genuine heathenism. It is no more the view of Hither Asia than the 
Mexican view (i.e. the one which lay at the foundation of the custom of the 
ancient Mexicans, of passing the new-born boy four times through the fire). 
The Phoenician inyths, which Movers (p. 329) quotes in support of his view, 
refer to the offering of human sacrifices in worship, and the moral view is a 
later addition belonging to Hellenism. The sacrifices were rather given to the 
gods as food, as is evident from innumerable passages (compare the primitive 
religions of America), and they have no moral aim, but are intended to reward 
or bribe the gods with costly presents, either because of calamities that have 
already passed, or because of those that are anticipated with alarm; and, a8 
Movers himself admits (p. 301), to make atonement for ceremonial sins, ¢.¢. to 
follow smaller sacrifices by those of greater value.” 
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is described in the standing formule as sacrificing upon high 
places and hills, etc, as in 1 Kings xiv. 23. The temple- 
worship prescribed by the law could easily be continued along 
with this idolatry, since polytheism did not exclude the worship 
of Jehovah. It was not till the closing years of his reign that 
Ahaz went so far as to close the temple-hall, and thereby sus- 
pend the temple-worship (2 Chron. xxvill. 24); in any case it 
was not till after the alterations described in vers. 11 sqq. as 
having been made in the temple. 

Vers. 5-9. Of the war which the allied Syrians and Israel- 
ites waged upon Ahaz, only the principal fact is mentioned in 
ver. 5, namely, that the enemy marched to Jerusalem to war, 
but were not able to make war upon the city, a. to conquer it; 
and in ver. 6 we have a brief notice of the capture of the port 
of Elath by the Syrians. We find ver. 5 again, with very 
trifling alterations, in Isa. vil. 1 at the head of the prophecy, in 
which the prophet promises the king the help of God and pre- 
dicts that the plans of his enemies will fail. According to this, 
the allied kings intended to take Judah, to dethrone Ahaz, and 
to instal a vassal king, viz. the son of Tabeel. We learn still 
more concerning this war, which had already begun, according 
to ch. xv. 37, in the closing years of Jotham, from 2 Chron. 
XxviiL 5-15; namely, that the two kings inflicted great defeats 
upon Ahaz, and carried off many prisoners and a large amount 
of booty, but that the Israelites set their prisoners at liberty 
again, by the direction of the prophet Oded, and after feeding 
and clothing them, sent them back to their brethren. It is now 
generally admitted that these statements are not at variance 
with our account (as Ges., Winer, and others maintain), but can 
be easily reconciled with it, and simply serve to complete it.' 
The only questions in dispute are, whether the two accounts 
refer to two different campaigns, or merely to two different 
events in the same campaign, and whether the battles to which 
the Chronicles allude are to be placed before or after the siege 
of Jerusalem mentioned in our text. The first question cannot 
be absolutely decided, since there are no decisive arguments to 


1 Compare C. P. Caspari's article on the Syro-Ephraimitish war in the 
reigns of Jotham and Ahaz (Univers. Progr. von Christiania, 1849), where 
the different views concerning the relation between the two accounts are fully 
discussed, and the objections to the credibility of the account given in tho 
Chronicles most conclusively answered. 


20 
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be found in favour of either the one supposition or the other ; 
and even “the one strong argument” which Caspari finds in 
Isa. vii. 6 against the idea of two campaigns is not conclusive. 
For if the design which the prophet there attributes to the 
allied kings, “ we will make a breach in Judah,” ze. storm his 
fortresses and his passes and conquer them, does obviously pre- 
suppose, that at the time when the enemy spake or thought in 
this manner, Judah was still standing uninjured and uncon- 
quered, and therefore the battles mentioned in 2 Chron. xxvii 
5, 6 cannot yet have been fought; it by no means follows from 
the connection between Isa. vi. 6 and ver. 1 (of the same 
chapter) that ver. 6 refers to plans which the enemy had only 
just formed at the time when Isaiah spoke (ch. vii. 4.sqq.). On 
the contrary, Isaiah is simply describing the plans which the 
enemy devised and pursued, and which they had no doubt 
formed from the very commencement of the war, and now that 
they were marching against Jerusalem, hoped to attain by the 
conquest of the capital All that we can assume as certain is, 
that the war lasted longer than a year, since the invasion of 
Judah by these foes had already commenced before the death 
of Jotham, and that the greater battles (2 Chron. xxviii. 5, 6) 
were not fought till the time of Ahaz, and it was not till his 
reign that the enemy advanced to the siege of Jerusalem—With 
regard to the second question, it cannot be at all doubtful that 
the battles mentioned preceded the advance of the enemy to the 
front of Jerusalem, and therefore our account merely mentions 
the last and principal event of the war, and that the enemy 
was compelled to retreat from Jerusalem by the fact that the 
king of Assyria, Tiglath-pileser, whom Ahaz had called to his 
help, marched against Syria and compelled Rezin to hurry 
back to the defence of his kingdom.—It is more difficult to 
arrange the account of the capture of Elath by the Syrians 
(ver. 6) among the events of this war. The expression nya 
Ni], merely assigns it in a perfectly general manner to the 
period of the war. The supposition of Thenius, that it did not 
take place till after the siege of Jerusalem had been relin- 
quished, and that Rezin, after the failure of his attempt to take 
Jerusalem, that he might not have come altogether in vain, 
marched away from Jerusalem round the southern point of the 
Dead Sea and conquered Elath, is impossible, because he would 
never have left his own kingdom in such a defenceless state to 
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the advancing Assyrians. We must therefore place the taking 
of Elath by Rezin before his march against Jerusalem, though 
we still leave it undecided how Rezin conducted the war against 
Ahaz: whether by advancing along the country to the east of 
the Jordan, defeating the Judeans there (2 Chron. xxviii. 5), 
and then pressing forward to Elath and conquering that city, 
while Pekah made a simultaneous incursion into Judah from 
the north and smote Ahaz, so that it was not till after the 
conquest of Elath that Rezin entered the land from the south, 
and there joined Pekah for a common attack upon Jerusalem, as 
Caspari supposes; or whether by advancing into Judah along 
with Pekah at the very outset, and after he had defeated the 
army of Ahaz in a great battle, sending a detachment of his 
own army to Idumza, to wrest that land from Judah and 
conquer Elath, while he marched with the rest of his forces in 
combination with Pekah against Jerusalem.— Rezin brought 
Elath to Aram and drove the Jews out of Elath, and Aramsans 
came to Elath and dwelt therein to this day.” 2% does not 
mean “to lead back” here, but literally to turn, to bring to a 
person; for Elath had never belonged to Aram before this, but 
was an Edomitish city, so that even if we were to read OV for 
mix, 2°77 could not mean to bring back. But there is no 
ground whatever for altering DIN? into DITND (Cler., Mich., Ew., 
Then., and others), whereas the form D°8 is at variance with 
such an alteration through the assumption of an exchange of 1 
and %, because DI7N is never written defective DUN except in 
Ezek. xxv.14. There are also no sufficient reasons for altering 
DDINN) into DOIN) (Keri); OWINK is merely a Syriac form for 
ODN with the dull Syriac u-sound, several examples of which 
form occur in this very chapter,—eg. D°DiPN for O'DP7 ver. 7, 
Pyyl for pvt ver. 10, and nis for NX ver. 6,—whereas 
ITN, with additions, is only written plene twice in the ancient 
books, and that in the Chronicles, where the scriptio plena is 
generally preferred (2 Chron. xxv. 14 and xxviii. 17), but 
is always written defective (O'D1N). Moreover the statement 
that “apne (Ldomites, not the Edomites) came thither,” etc., 
would be very inappropriate, since Edomites certainly lived in 
this Idumzan city in perfect security, even while it was under 
Judzan government. And there would be no sense in the 
expression “the Edomites dwelt there to this day,” since the 
Edomites remained in their own land to the time of the captivity. 
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All this is applicable to Arameans alone. As soon as Rezin 
had conquered this important seaport town, it was a very natural 
thing to establish an Aramzan colony there, which obtained 
possession of the trade of the town, and remained there till the 
time when the annals of the kings were composed (for it is to 
this that the expression 737 O17" refers), even after the king- 
dom of Rezin had long been destroyed by the Assyrians, since 
Elath and the Arameans settled there were not affected by 
that blow.! As soon as the Edomites had been released by 
Rezin from the control of Judah, to which they had been 
brought back by Amaziah and Uzziah (ch xiv. 7, 22), they 
began plundering Judah again (2 Chron. xxviii. 17); and even 
the Philistines took possession of several cities in the low- 
land, to avenge themselves for the humiliation they had sus- 
tained at the hand of Uzziah (2 Chron. xxviii. 18).—vVer. 7. 
In this distress Ahaz turned to Tiglath-pileser, without regard- 
ing either the word of Isaiah in ch. vii. 4 sqq., which promised 
salvation, or the prophet’s warning against an alliance with 
Assyria, and by sending the gold and silver which were found 
in the treasures of the temple and palace, purchased his assist- 
ance against Rezin and Pekah. Whether this occurred imme- 
diately after the invasion of the land by the allied kings, or not 
till after they had defeated the Judean army and advanced 
against Jerusalem, it is impossible to discover either from this 
verse or from 2 Chron. xxviii. 16; but probably it was after 
the first great victory gained by the foe, with which Isa. vii. and 
viii. agree—On O° for O'DP see Ewald, § 151, d.—Ver. 9. 
Tiglath-pileser then marched against Damascus, took the city, 
slew Rezin, and led the inhabitants away to Kir, as Amos had 
prophesied (Amos i. 3-5). ?, Kir, from which, according to 
Amos ix. 7, the Aramzans had emigrated to Syria, is no doubt 
a district by the river Kur (Kipos, Kupfos), which taking its 
rise in Armenia, unites with the Araxes and flows into the 
Caspian Sea, although from the length of the river Kur it is 
impossible to define precisely the locality in which they were 


1 If we only observe that p’nK has not the article, and therefore the 
words merely indicate the march of an Aramean colony to Elath, it is evident 
that D°DYIN would be unsuitable ; for when the O'7)7 bad been driven from 
the city which the Syrians had conquered, it was certainly not some Edom- 
ites but the Edomites who took possession ayain. Hence Winer, Caspari, and 
others are quite right in deciding that n’pyx is the only correct reading. 
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placed ; and the statement of Josephus (Anzé. ix. 13, 3), that the 
Damascenes were transported eis tv dvw Mnédiav, is somewhat 
indefinite, and moreover has hardly been derived from early 
historical sources (see M. v. Niebuhr, Gesch. Assurs, p. 158). 
Nothing is said here concerning Tiglath-pileser’s invasion of 
the kingdom of Israel, because this has already been mentioned 
at ch. xv. 29 in the history of Pekah. 

Vers. 10-18. Ahaz paid Tiglath-pileser a visit in Damascus, 
“to present to him his thanks and congratulations, and possibly 
also to prevent a visit from Tiglath-pileser to himself, which 
would not have been very welcome” (Thenius). The form Pypn 
is neither to be altered into p¥®7 nor regarded as a copyist’s 
error for P’H, as we have several words in this chapter that 
are formed with the dull Syriac w-sound. The visit of Ahaz 
to Damascus is simply mentioned on account of what follows, 
namely, that Ahaz saw an altar there, which pleased him so 
much that he sent a picture and model of it “ according to 
all the workmanship thereof,” 2¢. its style of architecture, to 
Urijah the priest (see Isa. viii. 2), and had an altar made like 
it for the temple, upon which, on his return to Jerusalem, he 
ordered all the burnt-offerings, meat-offerings, and drink-offer- 
ings to be presented. The allusion here is to the offerings 
which he commanded to be presented for his prosperous return 
to Jerusalem.—Vers. 14 sqq. Soon after this Ahaz went still 
further, and had “the copper altar before Jehovah,” ze. the altar 
of burnt-offering in the midst of the court before the entrance 
into the Holy Place, removed “ from the front of the (temple-) 
house, from (the spot) between the altar (the new one built by 
Urijah) and the house of Jehovah (ze. the temple-house), and 
placed at the north side of the altar.” 2? does not mean 
removit, caused to be taken away, but admavit, and is properly 
to be connected with ‘on TN-OY, notwithstanding the fact that 
ink #1" is inserted between for the sake of greater clearness, as 
Maurer has already pointed out.’ On the use of the article 
with M3Ie7 in the construct state, see Ewald, § 290, d—vVer. 


1 There is nothing in the text to support the view of Thenius, that Urijah . 
had the brazen altar of burnt-offering erected by Solomon moved farther for- 
wards, nearer to the temple- house, and the new one put in its place, whence 
it was afterwards shifted by Ahaz and the new one moved a little farther to 
the south, that is to say, that he placed the two altars close to one another, 
so that they now occupied the centre of the court. ee ea. 
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15. He also commanded that the daily morning and evening 
sacrifice, and the special offerings of the king and the people, 
should be presented upon the new altar, and thereby put a stop 
to the use of the Solomonian altar, “ about which he would 
consider.” The Chethib W733" is not to be altered; the pron. 
suff. stands before the noun, as is frequently the case in the 
more diffuse popular speech. The new altar is called “the 
great altar,” probably because it was somewhat larger than that 
of Solomon. Pi: used for the burning of the sacrifices. 
a1y7 NM) is not merely the meat-offering offered in the even- 
ing, but the whole of the evening sacrifice, consisting of 
burnt-offering and a meat-offering, as in 1 Kings xviii. 29, 36. 
"p32? MM, the brazen altar “ will be to me for deliberation,” 
ze. I will reflect upon it, and then make further arrangements. 
On P23 in this sense see Prov. xx. 25. In the opinion of 
Ahaz, the altar which had been built after the model of that 
of Damascus was not to be an idolatrous altar, but an altar of 
Jehovah. The reason for this arbitrary removal of the altar of 
Solomon, which had been sanctified by the Lord Himself at the 
dedication of the temple by fire from heaven, was, in all pro- 
bability, chiefly that the Damascene altar pleased Ahaz better ; 
and the innovation was a sin against Jehovah, inasmuch as God 
Himself had prescribed the form for His sanctuary (cf. Ex. xxv. 
40, xxvi. 30; 1 Chron. xxviii. 19), so that any altar planned 
by man and built according to a heathen model was practically 
the same as an idolatrous altar—The account of this altar is 
omitted from the Chronicles; but in ver. 23 we have this state- 
ment instead: “ Ahaz offered sacrifice to the gods of Damascus, 
who smote him, saying, The gods of the kings of Aram helped 
them ; I will sacrifice to them that they may help me: and 
they were the ruin of him and of all Israel.” Thenius and 
Bertheau find in this account an alteration of our account of 
the copying of the Damascene altar introduced by the chronicler 
as favouring his design, namely, to give as glaring a description 
as possible of the ungodliness of Ahaz. But they are mistaken. 
For even if the notice in the Chronicles had really sprung from 
this alone, the chronicler would have been able from the stand- 
point of the Mosaic law to designate the offering of sacrifice 
upon the altar built after the model of an idolatrous Syrian 
altar as sacrificing to these gods. But it is a question whether 
the chronicler had in his mind merely the sacrifices offered 
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upon that altar in the temple-court, and not rather sacrifices 
which Ahaz offered upon some bamah to the gods of Syria, 
when he was defeated and oppressed by the Syrians, for the 
purpose of procuring their assistance. As Ahaz offered his 
son in sacrifice to Moloch according to ver. 3, he might just as 
well have offered sacrifice to the gods of the Syrians.—Vers. 
17, 18. Ahaz also laid his hand upon the other costly vessels 
of the court of the temple. He broke off the panels of the 
Solomonian stands, which were ornamented with artistic carv- 
ing, and removed the basins from the stands, and took the 
brazen sea from the brazen oxen upon which they stood, and 
' placed it upon a stone pavement. The } before *20°N8 can only 
have crept into the text through a copyist’ s error, and the 
singular must be taken distributively : he removed from them 
(the stands) every single basin. O38 NEYO (without the 
article) is not the stone pavement of the court of the temple, 
but a pedestal made of stones (Sdows ALOim, LXX.) for the 
brazen sea. The reason why, or the object with which Ahaz 
mutilated these sacred vessels, is not given. The opinion ex- 
pressed by Ewald, Thenius, and others, that Ahaz made a pre- 
sent to Tiglath-pileser with the artistically wrought panels of 
the stands, the basins, and the oxen of the brazen sea, is not 
only improbable in itself, since you would naturally suppose 
that if Ahaz had wished to make a “valuable and very wel- 
come present” to the Assyrian king, he would have chosen 
some perfect stands with their basins for this purpose, and not 
merely the panels and basins ; but it has not the smallest sup- 
port in the biblical text—on the contrary, it has the context 
against it. For, in the first place, if the objects named had 
been sent to Tiglath-pileser, this would certainly have been 
mentioned, as well as the sending of the temple and palace 
treasures. And, again, the mutilation of these vessels is placed 
between the erection of the new altar which was constructed 
after the Damascene model, and other measures which Ahaz 
adopted as a protection against the king of Assyria (ver. 18). 
Now if Ahaz, on his return from visiting Tiglath-pileser at 
Damascus, had thought it necessary to.send another valuable 
present to that king in order to secure his permanent friend- 
ship, he would hardly have adopted the measures described 
in the next verse.— Ver. 18. “The covered Sabbath-stand, 
which they had built in the house (temple), and the outer 
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entrance of the king he turned (te. removed) into the house 
of Jehovah before the king of Assyria.” N36 40% (Keri yow, 
from 729, to cover) is no doubt a covered place, stand or hall 
in the court of the temple, to be used by the king whenever he 
visited the temple with his retinue on the Sabbath or on feast- 
days ; and “the outer entrance of the king” is probably the 
special ascent into the temple for the king mentioned in 1 Kings 
x. 5. In what the removal of it consisted it is impossible to 
determine, from the want of information as to its original cha- 
racter. According to Ewald (Gesch. iii. p. 621) and Thenius, 307 
min’ m3 means, “he altered (these places), ze. he robbed them 
of their ornaments, in the house of Jehovah.” This is quite 
arbitrary. For even if 77 M3 could mean “in the house of 
Jehovah” in this connection, 307 does not mean to disfigure, 
and still less “ to deprive of ornaments.” In ch. xxiii 34 and 
xxiv. 17 it signifies to alter the name, not to disfigure it. 
Again, TWX 720 ‘BD, “for fear of the king of Assyria,” cannot 
mean, in this connection, “to make presents to the king of 
Assyria.” And with this explanation, which is grammatically 
impossible, the inference drawn from it, namely, that Ahaz sent 
the ornaments of the king’s stand and king's ascent to the king 
of Assyria along with the vessels mentioned in ver. 17, also 
falls to the ground. If the alterations which Ahaz made in 
the stands and the brazen sea had any close connection with 
his relation to Tiglath-pileser, which cannot be proved, Ahaz 
must have been impelled by fear to make them, not that he 
might send them as presents to him, but that he might hide 
them from him if he came to Jerusalem, to which 2 Chron. 
XXvill. 20, 21 seems to refer. It is also perfectly conceivable, 
as Ziillich (Die Cherubimwagen, p. 56) conjectures, that Ahaz 
merely broke off the panels from the stands and removed the 
oxen from the brazen sea, that he might use these artistic 
works to decorate some other place, possibly his palace— 
Whether these artistic works were restored or not at the time 
of Hezekiah’s reformation or in that of Josiah, we have no 
accounts to show. All that can be gathered from ch. xxv. 
13, 14, Jer. lii 17, and xxvii. 19, is, that the stands and the 
brazen sea were still in existence in the time of Nebuchad- 
nezzar, and that on the destruction of Jerusalem by the Chal- 
deans they were broken in pieces and carried away to Babylonia 
as brass. The brazen oxen are also specially mentioned in Jer. 
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lii 20, which is not the case in the parallel passage 2 Kings 
xxv. 13; though this does not warrant the conclusion that they 
were no longer in existence at that time.—Vers. 19, 20. Con- 
clusion of the reign of Ahaz. According to 2 Chron. xxviii. 27, 
he was buried in the city of David, but not in the sepulchres 
of the kings. 


CHAP. XVII. REIGN OF HOSHEA AND DESTRUCTION OF THE KINGDOM 
OF ISRAEL. THE PEOPLE CARRIED AWAY TO ASSYRIA AND 
MEDIA. TRANSPORTATION OF HEATHEN COLONISTS TO SAMARIA. 


Vers. 1-6. Reicn or HosHea KiNG or IsRAEL.—Ver. 1. In 
the twelfth year of Ahaz began Hoshea to reign. As Hoshea 
conspired against Pekah, according to ch. xv. 30, in the fourth 
year of Ahaz, and after murdering him made himself king, 
whereas according to the verse before us it was not till the 
twelfth year of Ahaz that he really became king, his possession 
of the throne must have been contested for eight years. The 
earlier commentators and almost all the chronologists have 
therefore justly assumed that there was an eight years’ anarchy 
between the death of Pekah and the commencement of Hoshea’s 
reign. This assumption merits the preference above all the 
attempts made to remove the discrepancy by alterations of the 
text, since there is nothing at all surprising in the existence of 
anarchy at a time when the kingdom was in a state of the 
createst inward disturbance and decay. Hoshea reigned nine 
years, and “did that which was evil' in the eyes of Jehovah, 
though not like the kings of Israel before him” (ver. 2). We are 
not told in what Hoshea was better than his predecessors, nor 
can it be determined with any certainty, although the assumption 
that he allowed his subjects to visit the temple at Jerusalem is 
a very probable one, inasmuch as, according to 2 Chron. xxx. 
10 sqq., Hezekiah invited to the feast of the Passover, held at 
Jerusalem, the Israelites from Ephraim and Manasseh as far as 
to Zebulun, and some individuals from these tribes accepted his 
invitation. But although Hoshea was better than his prede- 
cessors, the judgment of destruction burst upon the sinful king- 
dom and people in his reign, because he had not truly turned 
to the Lord ; a fact which has been frequently repeated in the 
history of the world, namely, that the last rulers of a decaying 
kingdom have not been so bad as their forefathers. “God is 
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accustomed to defer the punishment of the elders in the great- 
ness of His long-suffering, to see whether their descendants will 
come to repentance ; but if this be not the case, although they 
may not be so bad, the anger of God proceeds at length to visit 
iniquity (cf. Ex. xx. 5).” Seb. Schmidt.—Ver. 3. “ Against 
him came up Salmanasar king of Assyria, and Hoshea became 
subject to him and rendered him tribute” (7929, as in 1 Kings 
v.1). ONID>Y, Sarapavaccdp (LXX.), Salmanasar, according 
to the more recent researches respecting Assyria, is not only the 
same person as the Shalman mentioned in Hos. x. 14, but the 
same as the Sargon of Isa. xx. 1, whose name is spelt Sargina 
upon the monuments, and who is described in the inscriptions 
on his palace at Khorsabad as ruler over many subjugated 
lands, among which Samtrina (Samaria?) also occurs (tid. 
Brandis db. d. Gewinn, pp. 48 sqq. and 53; M. v. Niebuhr, 
Gesch. Ass. pp. 129, 130; and M. Duncker, Gesch. des Alterth. i 
pp. 687 sqq.). The occasion of this expedition of Salmanasar 
appears to have been simply the endeavour to continue the con- 
quests of his predecessor Tiglath-pileser. There is no ground 
whatever for Maurer’s assumption, that he had been asked to 
come to the help of a rival of Hoshea; and the opinion that he 
came because Hoshea had refused the tribute which had been 
paid to Assyria from the time of Menahem downwards, is at 
variance with the fact that in ch. xv. 29 Tiglath-pileser is 
simply said to have taken a portion of the territory of Israel ; 
but there is no allusion to any payment of tribute or feudal 
obligation on the part of Pekah. Salmanasar was the first to 
make king Hoshea subject and tributary. This took place at 
the commencement of Hoshea’s reign, as is evident from the 
fact that Hoshea paid the tribute for several years, and in the 
sixth year of his reign refused any further payment—vVer. 4. 
The king of Assyria found a conspiracy in Hoshea; for he had 
sent messengers to So the king of Egypt, and did not pay the 
tribute to the king of Assyria, as year by year. The Egyptian 
king NID, So, possibly to be pronounced M0, Seveh, is no doubt . 
one of the two Shebeks of the twenty-fifth dynasty, belonging to 
the Ethiopian tribe; but whether he was the second king of 
this dynasty, Sabataka (Brugsch, hist. d Egypte, i. p. 244), the 
Sevechus of Manetho, who is said to have ascended the throne, 
according to Wilkinson, in the year 728, as Vitringa (Jsa. i. 
p. 318), Gesenius, Ewald, and others suppose, or the first king 
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of this Ethiopian dynasty, Sabako the father of Sevechus, which 
is the opinion of Usher and Marsham, whom M. v. Niebuhr 
(Gesch. pp. 458 sqq. and 463) and M. Duncker (i p. 693) have 
followed in recent times, cannot possibly be decided in the 
present state of Egyptological research.'.—As soon as Sal- 
Manasar received intelligence of the conduct of Hoshea, 
which is called 1’P, conspiracy, as being rebellion against 
his acknowledged superior, he had him arrested and put into 
prison in chains, and then overran the whole land, advanced 
against Samaria and besieged that city for three years, and 
captured it in the ninth year of Hoshea. These words are 
not to be understood as signifying that Hoshea had been 
taken prisoner before the siege of Samaria and thrown into 
prison, because in that case it is impossible to see how Sal- 
manasar could have obtained possession of his person.? We 
must rather assume, as many commentators have done, from R. 
Levi ben Gersom down to Maurer and Thenius, that it was not 
till the conquest of his capital Samaria that Hoshea fell into 
the hands of the Assyrians and was cast into a prison; so that 
the explanation to be given of the introduction of this circum- 


1 It is true that M. Duncker says, ‘‘Synchronism gives Sabakon, who 
reigned from 726 to 714;” but he observes in the note at pp. 713 sqq. that 
the Egyptian chronology has only been firmly established as far back as the 
commencement of the reign of Psammetichus at the beginning of the year 664 
B.¢c., that the length of the preceding dodekarchy is differently given by 
Diodorus Sic. and Manetho, and that the date at which Tarakos (Tirhaka), 
who succeeded Sevechus, ascended the throne is so very differently defined, 
that it is impossible for the present to come to any certain conclusion on the 
matter. Compare with this what M. v. Niebuhr (pp. 458 sqq.) adduces in 
proof of the difficulty of determining the commencement and length of the 
reign of Tirhaka, and the manner in which he proposes to solve the difficulties 
that arise from this in relation to the synchronism between the Egyptian and 
the Biblical chronology. 

2 The supposition of the older commentators, that Hoshea fought a battle 
with Salmanasar before the siege of Samaria, and was taken prisoner in that 
battle, is not only very improbable, because this would hardly be passed over 
in our account, but has very little probability in itself. For ‘‘ it is more pro- 
bable that Hoshea betook himself to Samaria when threatened by the hostile 
army, and relied upon the help of the Egyptians, than that he went to meet 

and fought with him in the open field” (Maurer). There is still 
less probability in Ewald’s view (Gesch. iii. p. 611), that ‘‘Salmanasar 
marched with unexpected rapidity against Hoshea, summoned him before 
him that he might hear his defence, and then, when he came, took him prisoner, 
and threw him into prison in chains, probably into a prison on the border of the 
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stance before the siege and conquest of Samaria must be, that 
the historian first of all related the eventual result of Hoshea’s 
rebellion against Salmanasar so far as Hoshea himself was con- 
cerned, and then proceeded to describe in greater detail the 
course of the affair in relation to his kingdom and capital. This 
does not necessitate our giving to the word ¥™ SY" the meaning 
“he assigned him a limit” (Thenius) ; but we may adhere to 
the meaning which has been philologically established, namely, 
arrest or incarcerate (Jer. xxxili. 1, xxxvi. 5, etc.). Sy may 
be given thus: “he overran, that is to say, the entire land.” 
The three years of the siege of Samaria were not full years, for, 
according to ch. xvi 9, 10, it began in the seventh year of 
Hoshea, and the city was taken in the ninth year, although it 
is also given there as three years.—Ver. 6. The ninth year of 
Hoshea corresponds to the sixth year of Hezekiah and the year 
722 or 721 B.c., in which the kingdom of the ten tribes was 
destroyed. 

Ver. 6b. The Israelites carried into exile—After the taking of 
Samaria, Salmanasar led Israel into captivity to Assyria, and 
assigned to those who were led away dwelling-places in Chalach 
and on the Chabor, or the river Gozan, and in cities of Media. 
According to these clear words of the text, the places to which 
the ten tribes were banished are not to be sought for in Meso- 
potamia, but in provinces of Assyria and Media. non is neither 
the city of n> built by Nimrod (Gen. x. 11), nor the Cholwan 
of <Abulfeda and the Syriac writers, a city five days’ journey to 
the north of Bagdad, from which the district bordering on the 
Zagrus probably received the name of Xadwvitis or Kadoviris, 
but the province Kadaynvy of Strabo (xi 8, 4; 14, 12, and 
xvi 1, 1), called KaXaxwwy by Ptolemeus (vi. 1), on the eastern 
side of the Tigris near Adiabene, to the north of Nineveh on 
the border of Armenia. 39 is not the 133 in Upper Meso- 
potamia (Ezek. i. 3, iit 15, etc.), which flows into the 


land ;” to which he adds this explanatory remark : ‘' there is no other way in 
which we can understand the brief words in ch. xvii. 4 as compared with ch. 
xviii. 9-11. . . . For if Hoshea had defended himself to the utmost, Salman- 
asar would not have had him arrested and incarcerated afterwards, but would 
have put him to death at once, as was the case with the king of Damascus.” 
But Hoshea would certainly not have been so infatuated, after breaking 
away from Assyria and forming an alliance with So of Egypt, as to go at 
@ simple summons from Salmanasar and present himself before him, since he 
could certainly have expected nothing but death or imprisonment as the result. 
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Euphrates near Kirkesion (Carchemish), and is called ,a9 
(Chebar) or samy (Chabur) by the Syriac writers, , ls 
(Chabir) by <Abulfeda and Edrisi, Xa8epas by Ptolemeus, 
’ABoppas (Aboras) by Strabo and others, as Michaelis, Gesenius, 
Winer, and even Ritter assume; for the epithet “river of 
Gozan” 1s not decisive in favour of this, since Gozan is not 
necessarily to be identified with the district of Gauzanitis, now 
Kaushan, situated between the rivers of Chaboras and Saokoras, 
and mentioned in Ptol. v. 18, 4, inasmuch as Strabo (xvi. 1, 1, 
p. 736) also mentions a province called Xafyv7j above Nineveh 
towards Armenia, between Calachene and Adiabene. Here in 
northern Assyria we also find both a mountain called XaBwpas, 
according to Ptol vi. 1, on the boundary of Assyria and Media, 
and the river Chabor, called by Yakut in the Moshtarik ays 


drraa sill (Khabur Chasanie), to distinguish it from the Meso- 


potamian Chaboras or Chebar. According to Marasz. 1. pp. 333 
sq., and Yakut, Mosht. p. 150, this Khabur springs from the 


mountains of the land of Zauzan, ...\j. 4, u€. of the land between 


the mountains of Armenia, Adserbeidjan, Diarbekr, and Mosul 
(Marasz. i. p. 522), and is frequently mentioned in Assemani as 
atributary of the Tigris. It still bears the ancient name Khabdir, 
taking its rise in the neighbourhood of the upper Zab near 
Amadijeh, and emptying itself into the Tigris a few hours below 
Jezirah (cf. Wichelhaus, pp. 471, 472; Asah. Grant, Die Nes- 
torianer, v. Preiswerk, pp. 110 sqq.; and Ritter, Erdk. ix. pp. 716 
and 1030). This is the river that we are to understand by 7i3N, 
It is a question in dispute, whether the following words fia 772 
are in apposition to W323: “by the Chabor the river of Gozan,” 
or are to be taken by themselves as indicating a peculiar district 
“by the river Gozan.” Now, however the absence of the prep. 3, 
and even of the copula 3, on the one hand, and the words of 
Yakut, “ Khabur, a river of Chasania,” on the other, may seem 
to favour the former view, we must decide in favour of the latter, 
for the simple reason that in 1 Chron. v. 26 ffi 10) is separated 
from i2n by 8. The absence of the preposition 3 or of the 
copula } before ‘3 7) in the passage before us may be accounted 
for from the assumption that the first two names, in Chaluh and 
on the Khabur, are more closely connected, and also the two 
which follow, “on the river Gozan and in the cities of Media,” 
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The river Gozan or of Gozan is therefore distinct from an 
(Khabur), and to be sought for in the district in which Iav- 
Cavia, the city of Media mentioned by Ptol. (vi. 2), was sita- 
ated. In all probability it is the river which is called Kisl 
(the red) Ozan at the present day, the Mardos of the Greeks, 
which takes its rise to the south-east of the Lake Urumiah and 
flows into the Caspian Sea, and which is supposed to have 
formed the northern boundary of Media’ The last locality 
mentioned agrees with this, viz. “ and in the cities of Media,” in 
which Thenius proposes to read 7, mountains, after the LXX, 
instead of “Y, cities, though without the least necessity. 

Vers. 7-23. The causes which occasioned this catastrophe.—To 
the account of the destruction of the kingdom of the ten tribes, 
and of the transportation of its inhabitants into exile in Assyria, 
the prophetic historian appends a review of the causes which 
led to this termination of the greater portion of the covenant- 
nation, and finds them in the obstinate apostasy of Israel 
from the Lord its God, and in its incorrigible adherence to 
idolatry. Ver. 7. ‘D7, “and it came to pass when” (not 
because, or that): compare Gen. vi. 1, xxvi. 8, xxvii. 1, xliv. 
24, Ex. i 21, Judg. i. 28, vi 7, etc. The apodosis does not 
follow till ver. 18, as vers. 7-17 simply contain a further ex- 
planation of Israel’s sin. To show the magnitude of the sin, 
the writer recalls to mind the great benefit conferred in the 
redemption from Egypt, whereby the Lord had laid His people 
under strong obligation to adhere faithfully to Him. The words 
refer to the first commandment (Ex. xx. 2, 3; Deut.v. 6,7). It 


1 The explanation given in the text of the geographical names, receives some 
confirmation from the Jewish tradition, which describes northern Assyria, and 
indeed the mountainous region or the district on the border of Assyria and 
Media towards Armenia, as the place to which the ten tribes were banished 
(vid. Wichelhaus ut sup. pp. 474 sqq.). Not only Ewald (Gesch. iii. p. 612), 
but also M. v. Niebuhr (Gesch. Ass. p. 159), has decided in favour of this 
view ; the latter with this remark : ‘* According to the present state of the in- 
vestigations, Chalah and Chabor are no doubt to be sought for on the slope of 
the Gordyzan mountains in the Kalachene of Strabo, the Kalakine of Ptole- 
mzeus, and on the tributary of the Tigris, which is still called Chabur, there- 
fore quite close to Nineveh. The Yudhi mountains in this region possibly 
bear this name with some allusion to the colony.” But with reference to the 
river Gozan, Niebuhr is doubtful whether we are to understand by this the 
Kisil Ozan or the waters in the district of Gauzanitis by the Khebar, and gives 
the preference to the latter as the simpler of the two, though it is difficult to 
see in what respect it is simpler than the other. 
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is from this that the “ fearing of other gods” is taken, whereas 
m5 Tt! nnAS recall Ex. xviii: 10.—-Ver. 8. The apostasy of 
Israel manifested itself in two directions: 1. in their walking 
im the statutes of the nations who were cut off from before 
them, instead of in the statutes of Jehovah, as God had 
commanded (cf. Lev. xvii. 4, 5, and 26, xx. 22, 23, etc; 
and for the formula 0 win WR O39, which occurs re- 
peatedly in our books—eg. ch. xvi 3, xxi. 2, and 1 Kings 
xiv. 24 and xxi. 26—compare Deut. xi 23 and xviii. 12); 
and 2. in their walking in the statutes which the kings of 
Israel had made, ¢.e. the worship of the calves. WY WN: it 
is evident from the parallel passage, ver. 190, that the subj ect 
here stands before the relative——Ver. 9. DIT INBM™: “ they 
covered words which were not right concerning Jehovah their 
God,” ae. they sought to conceal the true nature of Jehovah by 
arbitrary perversions of the word of God. This is the explana- 
tion correctly given by Hengstenberg (Dussert. vol. i. p. 210, 
transl.) ; whereas the interpretation proposed by Thenius, “ they 
trifled with things which were not right against Jehovah,” is as 
much at variance with the usage of the language as that of 
Gesenius (thes. p. 505), perfide egerunt res .. . in Jehovam, since 
NBN with °Y simply means to cover over a thing (cf. Isa. iv. 5). 
This covering of words over Jehovah showed itself in the fact 
that they built nioa (altars on high places), and by worshipping 
God in ways of their own invention concealed the nature of the 
revealed God, and made Jehovah like the idols. “In all their 
cities, from the tower of the watchmen to the fortified city. “ 
oyi3 ‘Sap is a tower built for the protection of the flocks in 
the steppes (2 Chron. xxvi. 10), and is mentioned here as the 
smallest and most solitary place of human abode in antithesis 
to the large and fortified city. Such bamoth were the houses of 
high places and altars built for the golden calves at Bethel and 
Dan, beside which no others are mentioned by name in the 
history of the kingdom of the ten tribes, which restricts itself 
to the principal facts, although there certainly must have been 
others.—Ver. 10. They set up for themselves monuments and 
asherim on every high hill, etc..—a practice condemned in 1 Kings 
xiv. 16, 23, as early as the time of Jeroboam. In this descrip- 
tion of their idolatry, the historian, however, had in his mind 
not only the ten tribes, but also Judah, as is evident from ver. 
13, “ Jehovah testified against Israel and Judah through His 
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prophets,” and also from ver. 19.—Ver. 11. “And burned 
incense there upon all the high places, like the nations which 
Jehovah drove out before them.” moa, lit. to lead into exile, 
is applied here to the expulsion and destruction of the Canaan- 
ites, with special reference to the banishment of the Israelites. 
—Ver. 12. They served the clods, ze. worshipped clods or 
masses of stone as gods (D°D>3, see at 1 Kings xv. 12), notwith- 
standing the command of God in Ex. xx. 3 sqq., xxiii. 13, Lev. 
xxvi. 1, etc—Vers. 13 sqq. And the Lord was not satisfied 
with the prohibitions of the law, but bore witness against the 
idolatry and image-worship of Israel and Judah through all 
His prophets, who exhorted them to turn from their evil way 
and obey His commandments, But it was all in vain; they 
were stiff-necked like their fathers. Judah is mentioned as 
well as Israel, although the historian is simply describing the 
causes of Israel’s rejection to indicate beforehand that Judah 
was already preparing the same fate for itself, as is still more 
plainly expressed in vers. 19, 20; not, as Thenius supposes, 
because he is speaking here of that which took place before the 
division of the kingdom. The Chethib nth~>2 322799 is not to 
be read Mth-731 820-73 (Houbig, Then., Ew. § 156, ¢), but after 
the LXX. mn-o3 W3ID3, “through all His prophets, every seer,’ 
so that mAmo3 is in apposition to 1w'DI"73, and serves to bring 
out the meaning with greater force, so as to express the idea, 
“prophets of every kind, that the Lord had sent.” This read- 
ing is more rhetorical than the other, and is recommended by 


To the law of Moses there was added the divine warning through 
the prophets. O5%y"ns wp has sprung from Deut. x. 16. The 
stiff-necked fathers are the Israelites in the time of Moses.—- 
Ver. 15. “They followed vanity and became vain:” verbatim 
asin Jer. ii. 5. A description of the worthlessness of their 
whole life and aim with regard to the most important thing, 
namely, their relation to God. Whatever man sets before him 
as the object of his life apart from God is ban (cf. Deut. xxxi- 
21) and idolatry, and leads to worthlessness, to spiritual and 
moral corruption (Rom. i. 21). “And (walked) after the 
nations who surrounded them,” ze. the heathen living near 
them. The concluding words of the verse have the ring of 
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Lev. xviii. 3.—Vers. 16 and 17. The climax of their apostasy : 
“They made themselves molten images, two (golden) calves ” 
(1 Kings xii. 28), which are called 7359 after Ex. xxxii. 4, 8, 
and Deut. ix. 12, 16, “ and Asherah,” ae. idols of Astarte (for 
the fact, see 1 Kings xvi. 33), “and worshipped all the host of 
heaven (sun, moon, and stars), and served Baal”—in the time 
of Ahab and his family (1 Kings xvi. 32). The worshipping 
of all the host of heaven is not specially mentioned in the 
history of the kingdom of the ten tribes, but occurs first of all 
in Judah in the time of Manasseh (ch. xxi. 3). The fact that 
the host of heaven is mentioned between Asherah and Baal 
shows that the historian refers to the Baal and Astarte worship, 
and has borrowed the expression from Deut. iv. 19 and xvii. 3, 
to show the character of this worship, since both Baal and 
Astarte were deities of a sidereal nature. The first half of ver. 
17 rests upon Deut. xviii. 10, where the worship of Moloch is 
forbidden along with soothsaying and augury. There is no allu- 
sion to this worship in the history of the kingdom of the ten 
tribes, although it certainly existed in the time of Ahab. The 
second half of ver. 17 also refers to the conduct of Ahab (see at 
1 Kings xxi. 20).—Vers. 18 sqq. This conduct excited the anger 
of God, so that He removed them from His face, and only left 
the tribe (ze. the kingdom) of Judah (see above, p. 179), although 
Judah also did not keep the commandments of the Lord and 
Walked in the statutes of Israel, and therefore had deserved 
Tejection. Ver. 19 contains a parenthesis occasioned by D3¥ Pi 
‘IN (ver. 180). The statutes of Israel in which Judah walked 
are not merely the worship of Baal under the Ahab dynasty, 
so as to refer only to Joram, Ahaziah, and Ahaz (according to 
ch. viii. 18, 27, and xvi. 3), but also the worship on the high 
places and worship of idols, which were practised under many 
of the kings of Judah—vVer. 20. O85" is a continuation of 
nim FNM in ver. 18, but so that what follows also refers to the 
parenthesis in ver. 19. “Then the Lord rejected all the seed 
of Israel,” not merely the ten tribes, but all the nation, and 
humbled them till He thrust them from His face. 0X0 differs 
from 18D Pw . The latter denotes driving into exile ; the 
former, simply that kind of rejection which consisted in chastise- 
ment and deliverance into the hand of plunderers, that is to say, 
Penal judgments by which the Lord sought to lead Israel and 
Judah to turn to Him and to His commandments, gnd to preserve 
2D 
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them from being driven among the heathen. O°0’ NS (M3 as in 
Judg. ii. 14.—Ver. 21. "3 32 3: “for He (Jehovah) rent Israel 
from the house of David.” This view is apparently more correct 
than that Israel rent the kingdom from the house of David, not 
only because it presupposes too harsh an ellipsis to supply 
napooir-ny, but also because we never meet with the thought 
that Israel rent the kingdom from ‘the house of David, and mm 
1 Kings xi. 31 it is simply stated that Jehovah rent the king- 
dom from Solomon; and to this our verse refers, whilst the 
following words ‘3 DN recall 1 Kings xii. 20. The ‘3 is 
explanatory : the Lord delivered up His people to the plun- 
derers, for He rent Israel from the house of David as a punish- 
ment for the idolatry of Solomon, and the Israelites made 
Jeroboam king, who turned Israel away from Jehovah, etc. 
The Chethib x™ is to be read ®3, the Aiphil of NV = iM, 
“he caused to depart away from the Lord.” The Keri 7%, 
Hiphil of "2, he drove away, turned from the Lord (cf. Deut. 
xiii. 11), is not unusual, but it is an unnecessary gloss.—Vers. 
22, 23. The sons of Israel (the ten tribes) walked im all the 
sins of Jeroboam, till the Lord removed them from His face, 
thrust them out of the land of the Lord, as He had threatened 
them through all His prophets, namely, from the time of Jero- 
boam onwards (compare 1 Kings xiv. 15, 16, and also Hos. 1 
6, ix. 16, Amos iii. 11, 12, v. 27, Isa. xxviii. etc). The 
banishment to Assyria (see ver. 6) lasted “ unto this day,” 4 
till the time when our books were written." 


1 As the Hebrew “y, like the German bis, is not always used in an exclusive 
sense, but is frequently abstracted from what lies behind the terminus ad 
quem mentioned, it by no means follows from the words, '‘ the Lord rejected 
Israel . . . to this day,” that the ten tribes returned to their own country after 
the time when our books were written, viz. about the middle of the sixth 
century B.c. And it is just as impossible to prove the opposite view, which 
is very widely spread, namely, that they are living as a body in banishment 
even at the present day. It is well known how often the long-lost ten tribes 
have been discovered, in the numerous Jewish communities of southern 
Arabia, in India, more especially in Malabar, in China, Turkistan, and Cash- 
mir, or in Afghanistan (see Ritter’s Erdkunde, x. p. 246), and even in America 
itself ; and now Dr. Asahel Grant (Die Nestorianer oder die zehn Stdmme) 
thinks that he has found them in the independent Nestorians and the Jews 
living among them ; whereas others, such as Witsius (Acxa@ua. c. iv. 8qq.), 
J. D. Michaelis (de exsilio decem tribuum, comm. iii.), and last of all Robinson 
in the work quoted by Ritter, J. c. p. 245 (The Nestorians, ete., New York, 
1841), have endeavoured to prove that the ten tribes became partly mixed 
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Vers, 24-41. THE SAMARITANS AND THEIR WoRSHIP.—After 
the transportation of the Israelites, the king of Assyria brought 
colonists from different provinces of his kingdom into the cities 
of Samaria. The king of Assyria is not Salmanasar, for it is 
evident from ver. 25 that a considerable period intervened be- 
tween the carrying away of the Israelites and the sending of 
colonists into the depopulated land. It is true that Salmanasar 
only is mentioned in what precedes, but the section vers. 24—41 
is not so closely connected with the first portion of the chapter, 
that the same king of Assyria must necessarily be spoken of in 
both. According to Ezra iv. 2, it was Esarhaddon who removed 
the heathen settlers to Samaria. It is true that the attempt has 
been made to reconcile this with the assumption that the king 


up with the Judzans during the Babylonian captivity, and partly attached 
themselves to the exiles who were led back to Palestine by Zerubbabel and 
Ezra ; that a portion again became broken up at a still later period by mixing 
with the rest of the Jews, who were scattered throughout all the world after 
the destruction of Jerusalem by Titus, and a further portion a long time ago 
by conversion to Christianity, so that every attempt to discover the remnants 
of the ten tribes anywhere must be altogether futile. This view is in general 
the correct one, though its supporters have mixed up the sound arguments 
with many that are untenable. For example, the predictions quoted by Ritter 
(p. 250), probably after Robinson (viz. Jer. 1. 4, 5, 17, 19, and Ezek. xxxvii. 
11 eqq.), and also the prophetic declarations cited by Witsius (v. §§ 11-14: 
wiz. Isa. xiv. 1, Mic. ii. 12, Jer. iii. 12, xxx. 3, 4, xxxiii. 7, 8), prove very 
little, because for the most part they refer to Messianic times and are to be 
understood spiritually. So much, however, may certainly be gathered from 
the books of Daniel, Ezra, Nehemiah, and Esther, that the Judezans whom 
Nebuchadnezzar carried away captive were not all placed in the province of 
Babylonia, but were also dispersed in the different districts that constituted 
first the Assyrian, then the Chaldean, and afterwards the Persian empire on 
the other side of the Euphrates, so that with the cessation of that division 
which had been so strictly maintained to suit the policy of the Israelitish 
kings, the ancient separation would also disappear, and their common mourn- 
fal lot of dispersion among the heathen would of necessity bring about a 
closer union among all the descendants of Jacob; just as we find that the 
kings of Persia knew of no difference between Jews and Israelites, and in the 
time of Xerxes the grand vizier Haman wanted to exterminate all the Jews 
(not the Judseans merely, but all the Hebrews). Moreover, the edict of 
Cyrus (Ezra i. 1-4), ‘“‘ who among you of all his people,” and that of Arta- 
xerxes (Ezra vii. 18), ‘‘ whoever in my kingdom is willing of the people of 
Israel,” gave permission to all the Israelites of the twelve tribes to return 
to Palestine. And who could maintain with any show of reason, that no one 
belonging to the ten tribes availed himself of this permission? And though 
Grant argues, on the other side, that with regard to the 50,000 whom Cyrus 
sent away to their home it is expressly stated that they were of those ‘““whom 
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of Assyria mentioned in our verse is Salmanasar, by the conjec- 
ture that one portion of these colonists was settled there by 
Salmanasar, another by Esarhaddon; and it has also been 
assumed that in this expedition Esarhaddon carried away the 
last remnant of the ten tribes, namely, all who had fled into the 
mountains and inaccessible corners of the land, and to some 
extent also in Judea, during Salmanasar’s invasion, and had 
then collected together in the land again after the Assyrians had 
withdrawn. But there is not the smallest intimation anywhere 
of a second transplantation of heathen, colonists to Samaria, any 
more than of a second removal of the remnant of the Israelites 
who were left behind in the land after the time of Salmanasar. 
The prediction in Isa. vi. 8, that in sixty-five years more 


Nebuchadnezzar had carried away into Babylon” (Ezra ii. 1), with which ch. 
i. 5 may also be compared, ‘‘ then rose up the heads of the tribes of Judah 
and Benjamin, and the priests and Levites, etc.;” these words apply to the 
majority of those who returned, and undoubtedly prove that the ten tribes 
as such did not return to Palestine, but they by no means prove that a con- 
siderable number of members of the remaining tribes may not have attached 
themselves to the large number of citizens of the kingdom of Judah who 
returned. And not only Lightfoot (Hor. hebr. in Ep. 1 ad Cor. Addenda ad 
c. 14, Opp. ii. p. 929) and Witsius (p. 346), but the Rabbins long before them 
in Seder Olam rab. c. 29, p. 86, have inferred from the fact that the number 
of persons and families given separately in Ezra ii. only amounts to 30,360, 
whereas in ver. 64 the total number of persons who returned is said to have 
been 42,360 heads, besides 7337 men-servants and maid-servants, that this 
excess above the families of Judah, Benjamin, and Levi, who are mentioned 
by name, may have come from the ten tribes. Moreover, those who returned 
did regard themselves as the representatives of the twelve tribes ; for at the 
dedication of the new temple (Ezra vi. 17) they offered ‘'sin-offerings for 
all Israel, according to the number of the twelve tribes." And those who 
returned with Ezra did the same. As a thanksgiving for their safe return to 
their fatherland, they offered in sacrifice ‘‘ twelve oxen for all Israel, ninety- 
six rams, seventy-seven sheep, and twelve he-goats for a sin-offering, all as a 
burnt-offering for Jehovah ” (Ezra viii. 35). There is no doubt that the over- 
whelming majority of those who returned with Zerubbabel and Ezra belonged 
to the tribes of Judah, Benjamin, and Levi; which may be explained very 
simply from the fact, that as they had been a much shorter time in exile, they 
had retained a much stronger longing forthe home given by the Lord to their 
fathers than the tribes that were carried away 180 years before. But that 
they also followed in great numbers ata future time, after those who had 
returned before had risen to a state of greater ecclesiastical and civil 
prosperity in their own home, is an inference that must be drawn from the 
fact that in the time of Christ and His apostles, Galilee, and in part also 
Persea, was very densely populated by Israelites; and this population cannot 
be traced back either to the Jews who returned to Jerusalem and Judza 
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Ephraim was to be destroyed, so that it would be no longer a 
people, even if it referred to the transplantation of the heathen 
colonists to Samaria by Esarhaddon, as Usher, Hengstenberg, and 
others suppose, would by no means necessitate the carrying away 
of the last remnant of the Israelites by this king, but simply the 
occupation of the land by heathen settlers, with whom the last 
remains of the Ephraimites intermingled, so that Ephraim ceased 
to be a people. As long as the land of Israel was merely laid 
waste and deprived of the greater portion of its Israelitish popu- 
lation, there always remained the possibility that the exiles 
might one day return to their native land and once more form 
one people with those who were left behind, and so long might 
Israel be still regarded as a nation; just as the Judeans, when 


under Zerubbabel and Ezra, or to the small number of Israelites who were 
left behind in the land when the Assyrian deportation took place. On the 
other hand, even the arguments adduced by Grant in support of his view, 
viz. (1) that we have not the slightest historical evidence that the ten tribes 
ever left Assyria again, (2) that on the return from the Babylonian captivity 
they did not come back with the rest, prove as argumenta a silentio but very 
little, and lose their force still more if the assumptions upon which they are 
based—namely, that the ten tribes who were transported to Assyria and Media 
had no intercourse whatever with the Jews who were led away to Babylon, 
but kept themselves unmixed and quite apart from the Judzans, and that as 
they did not return with Zerubbabel and Ezra, they did not return to their 
native land at any later period—are, as we have shown above, untenable. Con- 
sequently the further arguments of Grant, (3) that according to Josephus 
(Ant. xi. 5, 2) the ten tribes were still in the land of their captivity in the 
first century, and according to Jerome (Comm. on the Prophets) in the fifth ; 
and (4) that in the present day they are still in the country of the ancient 
Assyrians, since the Nestorians, both according to their own statement and 
according to the testimony of the Jews there, are Beni Yisrael, and that of 
the ten tribes, and are also proved to be Israelites by many of the customs and 
usages which they have preserved (Die Nestor. pp. 118 sqq.); prove nothing 
more than that there may still be descendants of the Israelites who were 
banished thither among the Jews and Nestorians living in northern Assyria 
by the Uramiah-lake, and by no means that the Jews living there are the un- 
mixed descendants of the ten tribes. The statements made by the Jews lose 
all their importance from the fact, that Jews of other lands maintain just the 
same concerning themselves. And the Mosaic manners and customs of the 
Nestorians prove nothing more than that they are of Jewish origin.- In 
general, the Israelites and Jews who have come into heathen lands from tho 
time of Salmanasar and Nebuchadnezzar onwards, and have settled there, 
have become so mixed up with the Jews who were scattered in all quarters 
of the globe from the time of Alexander the Great, and more especially since 
the destruction of the Jewish state by the Romans, that the last traces of the 
old division into tribes have entirely disappeared. 
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in exile in Babylon, did not cease to be a people, because they 
looked forward with certain hope to a return to their fatherland 
after a banishment of seventy years. But after heathen colonists 
had been transplanted into the land, with whom the remainder 
of the Israelites who were left in the land became fused, so 
that there arose a mixed Samaritan people of a predominantly 
heathen character, it was impossible to speak any longer of a 
people of Ephraim in the land of Israel. This transplantation 
of colonists out of Babel, Cutha, etc., into the cities of Samaria 
might therefore be regarded as the point of time at which the 
nation of Ephraim was entirely dissolved, without any removal 
of the last remnant of the Israelites having taken place. We 
must indeed assume this if the ten tribes were deported to the 
very last man, and the Samaritans were in their origin a purely 
heathen people without any admixture of Israelitish blood, as 
Hengstenberg assumes and has endeavoured to prove. But the 
very opposite of this is unmistakeably apparent from 2 Chron. 
xxxiv. 6, 9, according to which there were not a few Israelites 
left in the depopulated land in the time of Josiah. (Compare 
Kalkar, Die Samaritaner ein Mischvolk, in Pelt’s theol. Mutar- 
beiten, iii. 3, pp. 24 sqq.).—We therefore regard Esarhaddon as 
the Assyrian king who brought the colonists to Samaria. The 
object to 82" may be supplied from the context, more especially 
from 20, which follows. He brought inhabitants from Babel, 
ze. from the country, not the city of Babylon, from Cuthah, ete. 
The situation of Cuthah or Cuth (ver. 30) cannot be determined 
with certainty. M. v. Niebuhr (Gesch. p. 166) follows Josephus, 
who speaks of the Cutheans in Ant. ix. 14, 3, and x. 9, 7, 398 
people dwelling in Persia and Media, and identifies them with 
the Kosseans, Kissians, Khushiya, Chuzi, who lived to the north- 
east of Susa, in the north-eastern portion of the present Khusistan; 
whereas Gesenius (thes. p. 674); Rosenmiiller (G76). Althk i 2, 
p. 29), and J. D. Michaelis (Supplem. ad Lex. hebr. p. 1255) 


have decided in favour of the Cutha (U,<> or sx) in the 


Babylonian Jrak, in the neighbourhood of the Nahr Malca, in 
support of which the fact may also be adduced, that, according 0 
a communication from Spiegel (in the Auslande, 1864, No. 46, 
p. 1089), Cutha, a town not mentioned elsewhere, was 5! 

by the wall in the north-east of Babylon, probably on the spot 
where the hill Ohkaimir with ita ruins stands. The greater 
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number of colonists appear to have come from Cutha, because 
the Samaritans are called pYma by the Rabbins. iW, Avva, is 
almost always, and probably with correctness, regarded as being 
the same place as the 73 (Jvvah) mentioned in ch. xviii. 34 and 
xix. 13, as the conjecture naturally suggests itself to every one 
that the Avvwans removed to Samaria by Esarhaddon were in- 
habitants of the kingdom of Avra destroyed by the Assyrian 
king, and the form 7 is probably simply connected with the 
appellative explanation given to the word by the Masoretes. 
As Ivvéh is placed by the side of Henah in ch. xviii. 34 and 
xix. 13, Avva can hardly be any other than the country of 
Hebeh, situated on the Euphrates between Anah and the Chabur 
(M. v. Niebuhr, p. 167). Hamath is Epiphania on the Orontes : 
see at 1 Kings vill. 65 and Num. xui. 21. Sepharvaim is no 
doubt the Sippara (Surddpa) of Ptolem. (v. 18, 7), the southern- 
most city of Mesopotamia on the Euphrates, above the Nahr 
Malca, the ‘HdAsotvzrodis ev Sermapovcw or Surmapynvay moms, 
which Berosus and Abydenus mention (in Euseb. Prepar. evang. 
ix. 12 and 41, and Chronic. Armen. i. pp. 33, 36, 49, 55) as be- 
longing to the time of the flood.—f»¥: this is the first time in 
which the name is evidently applied to the kingdom of Samaria. 
—Vers. 25-28. In the earliest period of their settlement in the 
cities of Samaria the new settlers were visited by lions, which 
may have multiplied greatly during the time that the land was 
lying waste. The settlers regarded this as a punishment from 
Jehovah, t.e. from the deity of the land, whom they did not 
worship, and therefore asked the king of Assyria for a priest to 
teach them the right, z.e. the proper, worship of the God of the 
land ; whereupon the king sent them one of the priests who had 
been carried away, and he took up his abode in Bethel, and 
instructed the people in the worship of Jehovah. The author 
of our books also looked upon the lions as sent by Jehovah as a 
punishment, according to Lev. xxv1. 22, because the new settlers 
did not fear Him. Ni": the lions which had taken up their 
abode there. oY 32 2: that they (the priest with his com- 
panions) went away and dwelt there. There is no need there- 
fore to alter the plural into the singular. 

The priest sent by the Assyrian king was of course an 
Israelitish priest of the calves, for he was one of those who had 
been carried away and settled in Bethel, the chief seat of Jero- 
boam’s image-worship, and he also taught the colonists to 
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fear or worship Jehovah after the manner of the land. This 
explains the state of divine worship in the land as described in 
vers. 29 sqq. “ Every separate nation (‘a “3: see Ewald, § 313, a) 
made itself its own gods, and set them up in the houses of 
the high places (nip na: see at 1 Kings xii. 31, and for the 
singular 13, Ewald, § 270, c) which the Samaritans (0°28, not 
the colonists sent thither by Esarhaddon, but the former inhabi- 
tants of the kingdom of Israel, who are so called from the capital 
Samaria) had made (built) ; every nation in the cities where 
they dwelt.”—-Ver. 30. The people of Babel made themselves 
ni2a M20, daughters’ booths. Selden (de Diis Syr. ii. '7), Minter | 
(Relig. der Babyl. pp. 74, 75), and others understand by these the 
temples consecrated to Mylitta or Astarte, the xapapaz, or covered 
little carriages, or tents for prostitution (Herod. 1.199); but 
Beyer (Addit. ad Seld. p. 29'7) has very properly objected to this, 
that according to the context the reference is to idols or objects 
of idolatrous worship, which were set up in the nipa ns, It is 
more natural to suppose that small tent-temples are meant, 
which were set up as idols in the houses of the high places 
along with the images which they contained, since according to 
ch. xxiii, 7 women wove 5°A3, little temples, for the Asherah, 
and Ezekiel speaks of patch-work Bamoth, i.e. of small temples 
made of cloth. It is possible, however, that there is more truth 
than is generally supposed in the view held by the Rabbins, 
that mi2b niDD signifies an image of the “hen,” or rather the 
constellation of “ the clucking-hen ” (Gluckhenne), the Pleiades,— 
simulacrum galline celestis in signo Tauri nidulantis, as a sym- 
bolum Veneris celestis, as the other idols are all connected with 
animal symbolism. In any case the explanation given by 
Movers, involucra seu secreta mulierum, female lingams, which 
were handed by the hierodule to their paramours instead of the 
Mylitta-money (Phéniz. i. p. 596), is to be rejected, because it is 
at variance with the usage of speech and the context, and because 
the existence of female lingams has first of all to be proved. 
For the different views, see Ges. thes. p. 952, and Leyrer in 
Herzog’s Cycl.—The Cutheans made themselves as a god, 7373 
Nergal, 2.e., according to Winer, Gesenius, Stuhr, and others, the 
planet Mars, which the Zabians call aa Nerig, as the god of 


war (Codex Nasar. i. 212, 224), the Arabs ey Mirrig ; where- 
as older commentators identified Nergal with the sun-god Sel, 
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deriving the name from 1), licht, and bs a fountain = fountain 
of light (Selden, 11. 8, and Beyer, Add. pp. 301 sqq.). But these 
views are both of them very uncertain. According to the 
Rabbins (Rashi, R. Salomo, Kimchi), Nergal was represented 
as a cock. This statement, which is ridiculed by Gesenius, 
Winer, and Thenius, is proved to be correct by the Assyrian 
monuments, which contain a number of animal deities, and 
among them the cock standing upon an altar, and also upon a 
gem a priest praying in front of a cock (see Layard’s Nineveh). 
The pugnacious cock is found generally in the ancient ethnical 
religions in frequent connection with the gods of war (cf. J. G. 
Miiller in Herzog’s Cycil.). NO'WX, Ashima, the god of the 
people of Hamath, was worshipped, according to rabbinical 
statements, under the figure of a bald he-goat (see Selden, u. 9). 
The suggested combination of the name with the Pheenician 
deity Lsmun, the Persian Aswman, and the Zendic agmang, tc. 
heaven, is very uncertain.—Ver. 31. Of the idols of the Av- 
veans, according to rabbinical accounts in Selden, l.c., Nibchaz 
had the form of a dog (192), latrator, from 2), and Tartak that 
of an ass. Gesenius regards Tartak as a demon of the lower 
regions, because in Pehlwi tar—thakh signifies deep darkness 
or hero of darkness, and Nibchaz as an evil demon, the twas of 
the Zabians, whom Norberg in his Onomast. cod. Nasar. p. 100, 
describes as horrendus rex infernalis: posito zpsius throno ad 
telluris, z.e. lucis et caliginis confiniwm, sed imo acherontis fundo 
pedibus substrate, according to Codex Adami, i 50, lin. 12.— 
With regard to the gods of the Sepharvites, Adrammelech and 
Anamunvelech, it is evident from the offering of children in sacrifice 
to them that they were related to Moloch. The name WOT, 
which occurs as a personal name in ch. xix. 37 and Isa. xxxvii. 
38, has been explained either from the Semitic 77% as meaning 


“olorious king,” or from the Persian ls yj\, in which case it 


means “ fire-king,” and is supposed to refer to the sun (see Ges. ox 
Isaiah, ii. p. 347). Woy is supposed by Hyde (de relg. vett. Per- 
sarum, p. 131) to be the group of stars called Cepheus, which goes 
by the name of “ the shepherd and flock” and “ the herd-stars ” 
in the Oriental astrognosis, and in this case D)y might answer to 


the Arabic prt = iN¥. Movers, on the other hand (Phéniz. i. 


pp. 410, 411), regards them as two names of the same deity, a 
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double-shaped Moloch, and reads the Chehib onan nb as the 
singular OY O¥, the god of Sepharvaim. This double god, 
according to his explanation, was a sun-being, because Sephar- 
vaim, of which he was zroAsodyos, is designated by Berosus as a 
‘city of the sun. This may be correct; but there is something 
very precarious in the further assumption, that “ Adar-Melech is 
to be regarded as the sun’s fire, and indeed, since Adar is Mars, 
that he is so far to be thought of as a destructive being,” and 
that Anammelech is a contraction of 950 py, oculus Molechi, signi- 
fying the ever-watchful eye of Saturn; according to which Ad- 
rammelech is to be regarded as the solar Mars, Anammelech as the 
solar Saturn. The explanations given by Hitzig (on Isa. p. 437) 
and Benfey (die Monatsnamen, pp. 187, 188) are extremely doubt- 
ful—-Ver. 32. In addition to these idols, Jehovah also was wor- 
shipped in temples of the high places, according to the instruc- 
tions of the Israelitish priest sent by the king of Assyria. 3™ 
Ox: “and they were (also) worshipping Jehovah, and made 
themselves priests of the mass of the people” (OM)¥PD as in 
1 Kings xii 31). pnp oy 0": “and they (the priests) were pre- 
paring them (sacrifices) in the houses of the high places.’—Ver. 
33 sums up by way of conclusion the description of the various 
kinds of worship. 

Vers. 34-41. This mixed ewltus, composed of the wotship of 
idols and the worship of Jehovah, they retained till the time 
when the books of the Kings were written. “Unto this day - 
they do after the former customs.” D217 D’DaRDT can only 
be the religious usages and ordinances which were introduced 
at the settlement of the new inhabitants, and which are de- 
-scribed in vers. 28-33. The prophetic historian observes still 
further, that “they fear not Jehovah, and do not according to 
their statutes and their rights, nor according to the law and 
commandment which the Lord had laid down for the sons of 
Jacob, to whom He gave the name of Israel” (see 1 Kings 
xviii. 31), 7. according to the Mosaic law. ONPN and Dpavn, 
“their statutes and their right,” stands in antithesis to MAN 
MyM which Jehovah gave to the children of Israel. If, then, 
the clause, “they do not according to their statutes and their 
right,” is not to contain a glaring contradiction to the previous 
assertion, “unto this day they do after their first (former) 
rights,” we must understand by OdSY¥>: Onpn the statutes and 
the right of the ten tribes, ze. the worship of Jehovah under 
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the symbols of the calves, and must explain the inexactness of 
the expression “ ¢heir statutes and their right” from the fact 
that the historian was thinking of the Israelites who had been 
left behind in the land, or of the remnant of the Israelitish 
population that had become mixed up with the heathen settlers 
(ch. xxiii. 19, 20; 2 Chron. xxxiv. 6, 9, 33). The meaning 
of the verse is therefore evidently the following: The inhabi- 
tants of Samaria retain to this day the cwltus composed of the 
worship of idols and of Jehovah under the form of an image, 
and do not worship Jehovah either after the manner of the ten 
tribes or according to the precepts of the Mosaic law. Their 
worship is an amalgamation of the Jehovah image-worship and 
of heathen idolatry (cf. ver. 41).—To indicate the character of 
this worship still more clearly, and hold it up as a complete 
breach of the covenant and as utter apostasy from Jehovah, 
the historian describes still more fully, in vers. 35-39, how 
earnestly and emphatically the people of Israel had been pro- 
hibited from worshipping other gods, and urged to worship 
Jehovah alone, who had redeemed Israel out of Egypt and 
exalted it into His own nation. For ver. 35 compare Ex. xx. 5; 
for ver. 36, the exposition of ver. 7, also Ex. xxxii. 11, vi 6, 
xx. 23; Deut. iv. 34, v. 15, etc. In ver. 37 the committal 
of the ¢horah to writing is presupposed. For ver. 39, see Deut. 
xi 5, xxiii. 15, etc—Ver. 40. They did not hearken, how- 
ever (the subject is, of course, the ten tribes), but they (the 
descendants of the Israelites who remained in the land) do 
after their former manner. fen ObBYO is their manner’ of 
worshipping God, which was a mixture of idolatry and of the 
image-worship of Jehovah, as in ver. 34.—In ver. 41 this is 
repeated once more, and the whole of these reflections are 
brought to a close with the additional statement, that their 
children and grandchildren do the same to this day.—In the 
period following the Babylonian captivity the Samaritans re- 
linquished actual idolatry, and by the adoption of the Mosaic 
book of the law were converted to monotheism. For the later 
history of the Samaritans, of whom a small handful have been 
preserved to the present day in the ancient Sichem, the pre- 
sent Nablus, see Theod. Guil Joh. Juynboll, commentaru in 
historiam gentis Samaritane, Lugd. Bat. 1846, 4, and H. Peter- 
mann, Samaria and the Samaritans, in Herzog’s Cycl. 
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III.—HISTORY OF THE KINGDOM OF JUDAH FROM THE DE- 
STRUCTION OF THE KINGDOM OF THE TEN TRIBES TO THE 
BABYLONIAN CAPTIVITY. 


CHAPS. XVIII.—Xxv. 


At the time when the kingdom of the ten tribes was destroyed, 
Judah found itself in a state of dependence upon the imperial 
power of Assyria, into which it had been brought by the un- 
godly policy of Ahaz. But three years before the expedition 
of Salmanasar against Samaria, the pious Hezekiah had ascended 
the throne of his ancestor David in Jerusalem, and had set on 
foot with strength and zeal the healing of Judah’s wounds, by 
exterminating idolatry and by restoring the legal worship of 
Jehovah. As Hezekiah was devoted to the Lord his God with 
undivided heart and trusted firmly in Him, the Lord also ac- 
knowledged him and his undertakings. When Sennacherib had 
overrun Judah with a powerful army after the revolt of Heze- 
kiah, and had summoned the capital to surrender, the Lord 
heard the prayer of His faithful servant Hezekiah and saved 
Judah and Jerusalem from the threatening destruction by the 
miraculous destruction of the forces of the proud Sennacherib 
(ch. xviii. and xix.), whereby the power of Assyria was so 
weakened that Judah had no longer much more to fear from it, 
although it did chastise Manasseh (2 Chron. xxxiii 11 sqq.). 
Nevertheless this deliverance, through and in the time of Heze- 
kiah, was merely a postponement of the judgment with which 
Judah had been threatened by the prophets (Isaiah and Micah), 
of the destruction of the kingdom and the banishment of its 
inhabitants. Apostasy from the living God and moral corrup- 
tion had struck such deep and firm roots in the nation, that the 
idolatry, outwardly suppressed by Hezekiah, broke out again 
openly immediately after his death; and that in a still stronger 
degree, since his son and successor Manasseh not only restored 
all the abominations of idolatry which his father had rooted out, 
but even built altars to idols in the courts of the temple of 
Jehovah, and filled Jerusalem with innocent blood from one 
end to the other (ch. xxi.), and thereby filled up the measure of 
sins, so that the Lord had to announce through His prophets to 
the godless king and people His decree to destroy Jerusalem and 
cast out the remaining portion of the people of His inheritance 


CHAPS. XVIII.—XXV. 429 


among the heathen, and to show the severity of His judgments 
in the fact that Manasseh was led away captive by the officers 
of the Assyrian king. And even though Manasseh himself 
renounced all gross idolatry and restored the legal worship in 
the temple after his release and return to Jerusalem, as the 
result of this chastisement, this alteration in the king’s mind 
exerted no lasting influence upon the people generally, and was 
completely neutralized by his successor Amon, who did not 
walk in the way of Jehovah, but merely worshipped his father’s 
idols. In this state of things even the God-fearing Josiah, 
with all the stringency with which he exterminated idolatry, 
more especially after the discovery of the book of the law, was 
unable to effect any ‘true change of heart or sincere conversion 
of the people to their God, and could only wipe out the out- 
ward signs and traces of idolatry, and establish the external 
supremacy of the worship of Jehovah. The people, with their 
carnal security, imagined that they had done quite enough for 
God by restoring the outward and legal form of worship, and that 
they were now quite sure of the divine protection ; and did not 
hearken to the voice of the prophets, who predicted the speedy 
coming of the judgments of God. Josiah had warded off the 
bursting forth of these judgments for thirty years, through his 
humiliation before God and the reforms which he introduced ; 
but towards the end of his reign the Lord began to put away 
Judah from before His face for the sake of Manasseh’s sins, and 
to reject the city which He had chosen that His name might 
dwell there (ch. xxii—xxiii. 27). Necho king of Egypt advanced 
to extend his sway to the Euphrates and overthrow the Assy- 
Tian empire. Josiah marched to meet him, for the purpose of 
preventing the extension of his power into Syria. A battle was 
fought at Megiddo, the Judean army was defeated, Josiah fell 
in the battle, and with him the last hope of the sinking state (ch. 
xxiii. 29,30; 2 Chron. xxxv. 23,24). In Jerusalem Jehoahaz 
was made king by the people; but after a reign of three months 
he was taken prisoner by Necho at Riblah in the land of Hamath, 
and led away to Egypt, where he died. Eliakim, the elder son 
of Josiah, was appointed by Necho as Egyptian vassal-king in 
Jerusalem, under the name of Jehoiakim. He was devoted to 
idolatry, and through his love of show (Jer. xxii. 13 sqq.) still 
further ruined the kingdom, which was already exhausted by 
the tribute to be paid to Egypt. In the fourth year of his 
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reign Pharaoh-Necho succumbed at Carchemish to the Chaldzan 
power, which was rising under Nebuchadnezzar upon the ruins 
of the Assyrian kingdom. At the same time Jeremiah pro- 
claimed to the incorrigible nation. that the Lord of Sabaoth 
would deliver Judah with all the surrounding nations into the 
hand of His servant Nebuchadnezzar, that the land of Judah 
would be laid waste and the people serve the king of Babylon 
seventy years (Jer. xxv.). Nebuchadnezzar appeared in Judah 
immediately afterwards to follow up his victory over Necho, 
took Jerusalem, made Jehoiakim his subject, and carried away 
Daniel, with many of the leading young men, to Babylon (ch 
xxiv. 1). But after some years Jehoiakim revolted ; whereupon 
Nebuchadnezzar sent fresh troops against Jerusalem to besiege 
the city, and after defeating Jehoiachin, who had in the mean- 
time followed his father upon the throne, led away into cap- 
tivity to Babylon, along with the kernel of the nation, nobles, 
warriors, craftsmen, and smiths, and set upon the throne 
Mattaniah, the only remaining son of Josiah, under the name 
of Zedekiah (ch. xxiv. 2-17). But when he also formed an 
alliance with Pharaoh-Hophra in the ninth year of his reign, 
and revolted from the king of Babylon, Nebuchadnezzar ad- 
vanced immediately with all his forces, besieged Jerusalem, and 
having taken the city and destroyed it, put an end to the king- 
dom of Judah by slaying Zedekiah and his sons, and carrying 
away all the people that were left, with the exception of a very 
small remnant of cultivators of the soil (ch xxiv. 18—xxv. 26), 
a hundred and thirty-four years after the destruction of the 
kingdom of the ten tribes. 


CHAP. XVIII. REIGN OF KING HEZEKIAH. SENNACHERIB INVADES 
JUDAH AND THREATENS JERUSALEM. 


Vers. 1—8. Length and character of Hezekiah’s reign.\—Vers. 
1, 2. In the third year of Hoshea of Israel, Hezekiah became 


1 On comparing the account of Hezekiah’s reign given in our books (ch. 
Xvili.—xx.) with that in 2 Chron. xxix.-xxxii., the different plans of these 
two historical works are at once apparent. The prophetic author of our 
books first of all describes quite briefly the character of the king’s reign 
(ch. xviii. 1-8), and then gives an elaborate description of the invasion of 
Judah by Sennacherib and of his attempt to get Jerusalem into his power, 
together with the destruction of the proud Assyrian force and Sennacherib’s 
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king over Judah, when he was twenty-five years old. Accord- 
ing to vers. 9 and 10, the fourth and sixth years of Hezekiah 
corresponded to the seventh and ninth of Hoshea; consequently 
his first year apparently ran parallel to the fourth of Hoshea, so 
that Josephus (Ant. ix. 13,1) represents him as having ascended 
the throne in the fourth year of Hosheas reign. But there is 
no necessity for this alteration. If we assume that the com- 
mencement of his reign took place towards the close of the third 
year of Hoshea, the fourth and sixth years of his reign coin- 
cided for the most part with the sixth and ninth years of 
Hoshea’s reign. The name ™PIN or ¥PPIN (vers. 9, 13, etc.) is 
given in its complete form ¥?t™, “whom Jehovah strengthens,” 
in 2 Chron. xxix. sqq. and Isa. i.1; and 7)tM in Hos. i.1 and 
Mie. i. 1. On his age when he ascended the throne, see the 
Comm. on ch. xvi. 2. The name of his mother, ‘38, is a strongly 
contracted form of 28 (2 Chron. xxix. 1)—Vers. 3 sqq. As 
ruler Hezekiah walked in the footsteps of his ancestor David. 
He removed the high places and the other objects of idolatrous 
worship, trusted in Jehovah, and adhered firmly to Him without 
wavering ; therefore the Lord made all his undertakings prosper. 
nina, niavet, and MWXN (see at 1 Kings xiv. 23) embrace all 
the objects of idolatrous worship, which had been introduced 
into Jerusalem and Judah in the reigns of the former kings, 


hasty return to Nineveh and death (ch. xviii. 13-19, 37) ; and, finally, he also 
gives a circumstantial account of Hezekiah’s illness and recovery, and also of 
the arrival of the Babylonian embassy in Jerusalem, and of Hezekiah’s con- 
duct on that occasion (ch. xx.). The chronicler, on the other hand, has fixed 
his chief attention upon the religious reformation carried out by Hezekiah, 
and therefore first of all describes most elaborately the purification of the 
temple from all idolatrous abominations, the restoration of the Jehovah- 
cultus and the feast of passover, to which Hezekiah invited all the people, 
not only the subjects of his own kingdom, but the remnant of the ten tribes 
also (2 Chron. xxix.—xxxi.); and then simply gives in ch. xxxii. the most 
summary account of the attack made by Sennacherib upon Jerusalem and 
the destruction of his army, of the sickness and recovery of Hezekiah, and 
of his great riches, the Babylonian embassy being touched upon in only 
the most casual manner. The historical character of the elaborate accounts 
given in the Chronicles of Hezekiah's reform of worship and his celebration 
of the passover, which Thenius follows De Wette and Gramberg in throwing 
doubt upon, has been most successfully defended by Bertheau as well as 
others.—On the disputed question, in what year of Hezekiah’s reign the 
solemn passover instituted by him fell, see the thorough discussion of it by 
C. P. Caspari (Beitrr. z. Einleit. in d. B. Jesaia, pp. 109 sqq.), and our Com- 
mentary on the Chronicles, which has yet to appear. 
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and more especially in that of Ahaz. The singular MUN? is 
used in a collective sense = OD YN (2 Chron. xxxi. 1). The 
only other idol that is specially mentioned is the brazen serpent 
which Moses made in the wilderness (Num. xxi 8, 9), and 
which the people with their leaning to idolatry had turned in 
the course of time into an object of idolatrous worship. The 
words, “to this day were the children of Israel burning incense 
to it,’ do not mean that this took place without interruption 
from the time of Moses down to that of Hezekiah, but simply, 
that it occurred at intervals, and that the idolatry carried on 
with this idol lasted till the time of Hezekiah, namely, till this 
king broke in pieces the brazen serpent, because of the idolatry 
that was associated with it. For further remarks on the mean- 
ing of this symbol, see the Comm. on Num. xxi 8, 9. The 
people called (81>, one called) this serpent IMWN), ie. a brazen 
thing. This epithet does not involve anything contemptuous, 
as the earlier commentators supposed, nor the idea of “ Brass- 
god” (Ewald).—Ver. 5. The verdict, “ after him was none like 
him among all the kings of Judah,” refers to Hezekiah’s confi- 
dence in God (MD3), in which he had no equal, whereas in the 
case of Josiah his conscientious adherence to the Mosaic law 
is extolled in the same words (ch. xxiii. 25); so that there is no 
ground for saying that there 1s a contradiction between our verse 
and ch. xxiii. 25 (Thenius).—Ver. 6. ‘"3 p37: he adhered faith- 
fully to Jehovah (P23 as in 1 Kings xi 2), and departed not 
from Him, ze. he never gave himself up to idolatry.—Ver. 7. 
The Lord therefore gave him success in all his undertakings 
_ (*3De], see at 1 Kings ii. 3), and even in his rebellion against 

the king of Assyria, whom he no longer served, 7.e. to whom he 
paid no more tribute. It was through Ahaz that Judah had 
been brought into dependence upon Assyria; and Hezekiah re- 
jeased himself from this, by refusing to pay any more tribute, 
probably after the departure of Salmanasar from Palestine, and 
possibly not till after the death of that king. Sennacherib there- 
fore made war upon Hezekiah to subjugate Judah to himself 
again (see vers. 13 sqq.)——Ver. 8. Hezekiah smote the Philis- 
tines to Gaza, and their territory from the tower of the watch- 
men to the fortified city, ze. all the towns from the least to the 
greatest (see at ch. xvii. 9). He thus chastised these enemies 
for their invasion of Judah in the time of Ahaz, wrested from 
them the cities which they had taken at that time (2 Chron. 
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xxvii. 18), and laid waste all their country to Gaza, i.e. Ghuzzch, 
the most southerly of the chief cities of Philistia (see at Josh. 
mul. 3). This probably took place after the defeat of Sen- 
nacherib (cf. 2 Chron. xxxii. 22, 23). 

In vers. 9-12 the destruction of the kingdom of the ten 
tribes by Salmanasar, which has already been related according 
to the annals of the kingdom of Israel in ch. xvii 3-6, is 
related once more according to the annals of the kingdom of 
Judah, in which this catastrophe is also introduced as an event 
that was memorable in relation to all the covenant-nation. 

Vers. 13-37. Sennacherib invades Judah and threatens Jeru- 
salem.'—Sennacherib, 27030 (Sanchéribh), Revvaynpip (LXX.), 
ZevaynpiBos (Joseph.), ZavayapiSos (Herodot.), whose name has 
not yet been deciphered with certainty upon the Assyrian 
monuments or clearly explained (see J. Brandis tiber den histor. 
Gewinn aus der Entzifferung der assyr. Inschriften, pp. 103 sqq., 
and M. v. Niebuhr, Gesch. Assurs, p. 37), was the successor of 
Salmanasar (Sargina according to the monuments). He is 
called Bactrers ’ApaBiwv te xal ’Acavpiwy by Herodotus (ii. - 
141), and reigned, according to Berosus, eighteen years. He 
took all the fortified cities in Judah (QU8N, with the masculine 
suffix instead of the feminine: cf. Ewald, § 184,c). The SD, 
all, is not to be pressed ; for, beside the strongly fortified capital 
Jerusalem, he had not yet taken the fortified cities of Lachish 
and Libnah (ver. 17 and ch. xix. 8) at the time, when, according 
to vers. 14 sqq., he sent a division of his army against Jeru- 
salem, and summoned Hezekiah to surrender that city. Accord- 
ing to Herodotus (/.c.), the real object of his campaign was 
Egypt, which is also apparent from ch. xix. 24, and is confirmed 
by Isa. x. 24; for which reason Tirhaka marched against him 
(ch. xix. 8; cf. M. v. Niebuhr, Gesch. Assurs, pp. 171, 172).— 
Vers. 14 sqq. On the report of Sennacherib’s approach, Heze- 
kiah made provision at once for the safety of Jerusalem. He 
had the city fortified more strongly, and the fountain of the 

1 ‘We have a parallel and elaborate account of this campaign of Sen- 
nacherib and his defeat (ch. xviii. 13-xix. 37), and also of Hezekiah’s sickness 
and recovery and the arrival of the Babylonian embassy in Jerusalem (ch. 
xx. 1-19), in Isa. xxxvi.—xxxix., and a brief extract, with certain not unim- 
portant supplements, in 2 Chron. xxxii. These three narratives, as is now 
generally admitted, are drawn independently of one another froma collection’ 


of the prophecies of Isaiah, which was received into the annals of the king- 
dom (2 Chron. xxxii. 82), and serve to confirm and complete one another. 


2E 
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upper Gihon and the brook near the city stopped up (see at 
ver. 17), to cut off the supply of water from the besiegers, as is 
stated in 2 Chron. xxxii 2—8, and confirmed by Isa. xxi. 8-11. 
In the meantime Sennacherib had pressed forward to Lachish, 
4.e. Um Lakis, in the plain of Judah, on the south-west of Jerv- 
salem, seven hours to the west of Hleutheropolis on the road to 
Egypt (see at Josh. x. 3); so that Hezekiah, having doubts as 
to the possibility of a successful resistance, sent ambassadors to 
“negotiate with him, and promised to pay him as much tribute 
as he might demand if he would withdraw. The confession 
“T have sinned” is not to be pressed, inasmuch as it was forced 
from Hezekiah by the pressure of distress. Since Asshur had 
made Judah tributary by faithless conduct on the part of Tiglath- 
pileser towards Ahaz, there was nothing really wrong in the 
shaking off of this yoke by the refusal to pay any further 
tribute. But Hezekiah certainly did wrong, when, after taking 
the first step, he was alarmed at the disastrous consequences, 
and sought to purchase once more the peace which he himself 
had broken, by a fresh submission and renewal of the payment 
of tribute. This false step on the part of the pious king, which 
arose from a temporary weakness of faith, was nevertheless 
turned into a blessing through the pride of Sennacherib and 
the covenant-faithfulness of the Lord towards him and his 
kingdom. Sennacherib demanded the enormous sum of three 
hundred talents of silver and thirty talents of gold (more than 
two and a half million thalers, or £375,000); and Hezekiah 
not only gave him all the gold and silver found in the treasures 
of the temple and palace, but had the gold plates with which 
he had covered the doors and doorposts of the temple (2 Chron. 
xxix. 3) removed, to send them to the king of Assyria, MUONi, 
lit. the supports, ze. the posts, of the doors. 

These negotiations with Sennacherib on the part of Hezekiah 
are passed over both in the book of Isaiah and also in the 
Chronicles, because they had no further influence upon the 
future progress of the war.—Vers. 17 sqq. For though Sen- 
nacherib did indeed take the money, he did not depart, as he 
had no doubt promised, but, emboldened still further by this 
submissiveness, sent a detachment of his army against Jeru- 
salem, and summoned Hezekiah to surrender the capital “He 
sent Tartan, Rabsaris, and Rabshakeh.” | Rabshakeh only 1 
mentioned in Isaiah, as the chief speaker in the negotiations 
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which follow, although in Isa. xxxvii. 6 and 24 allusion is 
evidently made to the other two. Tartan had no doubt the 
chief command, since he is not only mentioned first here, but 
conducted the siege of Ashdod, according to Isa. xx. 1. The 
three names are probably only official names, or titles of the 
offices held by the persons mentioned. For D573" means 
princeps eunuchorum, and MPV3) chief cup-bearer. {FF is ex- 
plained by Hitzig on Isa. xx. 1 as derived from the Persian 


wy J, Taér-tan, “high person or vertex of the body,” and in 


Jer. xxxix. 3 as “body-guard;” but this is hardly correct, as 
the other two titles are Semitic. These generals took up their 
station with their army “at the conduit of the upper pool, 
which ran by the road of the fuller’s field,” 2. the conduit 
which flowed from the upper pool—according to 2 Chron. xxxii. 
30, the basin of the upper Gihon (Birket el Mamilla)—into the 
lower pool (Birket es Sultén : see at 1 Kings i. 33). According 
to Isa. vii. 3, this conduit was in existence as early as the time 
of Ahaz. The “end” of it is probably the locality in which 
the conduit began at the upper pool or Gihon, or where it first 
issued from it. This conduit which led from the upper Gihon 
into the lower, and which is called in 2 Chron. xxxii. 30 “ the 
outflow of the upper Gihon,” Hezekiah stopped up, and con- 
ducted the water downwards, z.c. underground, towards the west 
into the city of David; that is to say, he conducted the water 
of the upper Gihon, which had previously flowed along the 
western side of the city outside the wall into the lower Gihon 
andso away down the valley of Ben-hinnom, into the city itself 
by means of a subterranean channel,’ that he might retain this 
water for the use of the city in the event of a siege of Jerusalem, 
and keep it from the besiegers. This water was probably col- 
lected in the cistern (13727) which Hezekiah made, «e. ordered 
to be constructed (ch. xx. 20), or the reservoir “ between the two 
walls forthe waters of the old pool,” mentioned in Isa. xxii. 11, 
ze. most probably the reservoir still existing at some distance 
to the east of the Joppa gate on the western side of the road 
which leads to the Church of the Holy Sepulchre, the so-called 
“pool of Hezekiah,” which the natives call Birket el Hamman, 

1 We may get some idea of the works connected with this aqueduct from 


the description of the ‘sealed fountain ” of the Solomon’s pool at Ain Saleh 
in Tobler, Topogr. v. Jerus. ii. pp. 857 sqq., Dritte Wanderung. 
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“ Bathing-pool,” because it supplies a bath in the neighbourhood, 
or B. el Batrak, “ Patriarch’s pool ” (see Robinson, Pal. i. p. 487, 
and Fresh Researches into the Topography of Jerusalem, pp. 111 
sqq.), since this is still fed by a conduit from the Mamilla pool 
(see E. G. Schultz, Jerusalem, p. 31, and Tobler, Denkblatter, 
pp. 44 sqq.).1—Ver. 18. Hezekiah considered it beneath his 
dignity to negotiate personally with the generals of Sennacherb. 
He sent three of his leading ministers out to the front of the 
city: Hliakim the son of Hilkiah, the captain of the castle, 
who had only received the appointment to this office a short 
time before in Shebna’s place (Isa. xxii. 20, 21); Shebna, who was 
still secretary of state (18D: see at 2 Sam. viii. 17); and Joach 
the son of Asaph, the chancellor ("3'0: see at 2 Sam. viii. 16). 

Rabshakeh made a speech to these three (vers. 19-25), in 
which he tried to show that Hezekiah’s confidence that he would 
be able to resist the might of the king of Assyria was perfectly 
vain, since neither Egypt (ver. 21), nor his God (ver. 22), nor 
his forces (ver. 23), would be able to defend him—Ver. 19. 
“ The great king:” the Assyrian, Babylonian, and Persian kings 
all assumed this title (cf. Ezek. xxvi 7; Dan. ii. 37), because 


1 The identity of the 7943, which Hezekiah constructed as a reservoir for 
the overflow of the upper Gihon that was conducted into the city (ch. xx. 
20), with the present ‘‘ pool of Hezekiah” is indeed very probable, but not 
quite certain. For in very recent times, on digging the foundation for the 
Evangelical church built on the northern slope of Zion, they lighted upon a 
large well-preserved arched channel, which was partly cut in the rock, and, 
where this was not the case, built in level layers and coated within witha 
hard cement about an inch thick and covered with large stones (Robinson, 
New Inquiries as to the Topography of Jerusalem, p. 118, and Bibl. Res. 
p. 318), and which might possibly be connected with the channel made by 
Hezekiah to conduct the water of the upper Gihon into the city, although 
this channel does not open into the pool of Hezekiah, and the walls, some 
remains of which are still preserved, may belong to a later age. The argu- 
ments adduced by Thenius in support of the assumption that the ‘‘ lower ” oF 
‘‘old pool” mentioned in Isa. xxii. 9 and 11 is different from the lower 
Gihon-pool, and to be sought for in the Tyropceon, are inconclusive. 
It by no means follows from the expression, ‘‘ which lies ‘by the road 
of the fuller’s field,” i.e. by the road which runs past the fuller's field, 
that there was another upper pool in Jerusalem beside the upper pool 
(Gihon) ; but this additional clause simply serves to define more precisely 
the spot by the conduit mentioned where the Assyrian army took its stand; 
and it by no means follows from the words of Isa. xxii. 11, ‘‘ a gathering of 
waters have ye made between the two walls for the waters of the old pool,” 
that this gathering of waters was made in the Tyropceon, and that this ‘old 
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kings of conquered lands were subject to them as vassals (see 
at Isa, x. 8). ‘“ What is this confidence that thou cherishest ?” 
a.e. how vain or worthless is this confidence !—Ver. 20. “ Thou 
sayest . .. it is only a lip-word . . . : counsel and might for 
battle;” a. if thou speakest of counsel and might for battle, that 
is only D'‘NaY "35, a word that merely comes from the lips, not 
from the heart, the seat of the understanding, 2.e. a foolish and 
inconsiderate saying (cf. Prov. xiv. 23; Job xi. 2). 08 is to 
be preferred to the ‘A028 of Isaiah as the more original of the 
two. “AY, now, sc. we will see on whom thou didst rely, when 
thou didst rebel against me.—Ver. 21. On Egypt? “ that broken 
reed, which runs into the hand of any one who would lean upon 
it (thinking it whole), and pierces it through.” This figure, which 
is repeated in Ezek. xxix. 6, 7, is so far suitably chosen, that the 
Nile, representing Egypt, is rich in reeds) What Rabshakeh 
says of Egypt here, Isaiah had already earnestly impressed upon 
his people (Isa. xxx. 3-5), to warn them against trusting in the 
support of Egypt, from which one party in the nation expected 
help against Assyria—Ver. 22. Hezekiah (and Judah) had a 
stronger ground of confidence in Jehovah his God. LEven this 


pool,” as distinguished from the lower pool (ver. 9), was an upper pool, which 
was above the king's pool mentioned in Neh. iii. 15. For even if p‘nonn $3 
occurs in ch. xxv. 4, Jer. xxxix. 4, lii. 7, in connection with a locality on 
the south-east side of the city, the Old Testament says nothing about two 
pools in the Tyropceon at the south-east corner of Jerusalem, but simply 
mentions a fountain gate, which probably derived its name from the present 
fountain of the Virgin, and the king’s pool, also called Shelach in Neh. ii. 14, 
iii. 15, which was no doubt fed from that fountain like the present Siloam, 
and watered the royal gardens. (Compare Rob. Pal. i. pp. 565 sqq., and 
Bibl. Res. p. 189, and Tobler, Die Siloah-quelle u. der Oelberg, pp. 1 8qq.). 
The two walls, between which Hezekiah placed the reservoir, may very well 
be the northern wall of Zion and the one which surrounded the lower city 
(Acra) on the north-west, according to which the words in Isa. xxii. 11 
would admirably suit the “ pool of Hezekiah.” Again, Hezekiah did not 
wait till the departure of Sennacherib before he built this conduit, which is 
also mentioned in Wisd. xlviii. 17, as Knobel supposes (on Isa. xxii. 11), but 
he made it when he first invaded Judah, before the appearance of the Assyrian 
troops in front of Jerusalem, when he made the defensive preparations noticed 
at ver. 14, as is evident from 2 Chron. xxxii. 3, 4, compared with ver. 30, 
since the stopping up of the fountain outside the city, to withdraw the water 
from the Assyrians, is expressly mentioned in vers. 3, 4 among the measures 
of defence ; and in the concluding notices concerning Hezekiah in ch. xx. 20, 
and 2 Chron. xxxii. 30, there is also a brief allusion to this work, without 
any precise indication of the time when he had executed it. 
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Rabshakeh tried to shake, availing himself very skilfully, from 
his heathen point of view, of the reform which Hezekiah had 
made in the worship, and representing the abolition of the altars 
on the high places as an infringement upon the reverence that 
ought to be shown to God. “ And if ye say, We trust in Jehovah 
our God, (I say:) is it not He whose high places and altars 
Hezekiah has taken away, and has said to Judah and Jerusalem, 
Ye shall worship before this altar (in the temple) in Jerusalem ?” 
Instead of NN °3, according to which Rabshakeh turned to the 
deputies, we have in Isa. vii. 7 12NN ‘3, according to which the 
words are addressed to Hezekiah, as in ver. 20. ‘1OKA is pre- 
ferred by Thenius, Knobel, and others, because in what follows 
Hezekiah is addressed in the third person. But the very cir- 
cumstance that eh is apparently more suitable favours the 
originality of OA, according to which the king is still addressed 
in the person of his ambassadors, and Rabshakeh only speaks 
directly to the ambassadors when this argument is answered. 
The attack upon the confidence which the Judans placed in 
their God commences with x7 idm, The opinion of Thenius, 
that the second clause of the verse is a continuation of the words 
supposed to be spoken by the Judeans who trusted in God, and 
that the apodosis does not follow till ver. 23, is quite a mistake. 
The ambassadors of Hezekiah could not regard the high places 
and idolatrous altars that had been abolished as altars of Jeho- 
vah; and the apodosis could not commence with MAN.—Vers. 
23, 24. Still less could Hezekiah rely upon his military re- 
sources. %) JN: enter, I pray thee, (into contest) with my 
lord, and I will give thee 2000 horses, if thou canst set the 
horsemen upon them. The meaning, of course, is not that 
Hezekiah could not raise 2000 soldiers in all, but that he could 
not produce so many men who were able to fight as horsemen. 
“ How then wilt thou turn back a single one of the smallest lieu- 
tenants of my lord ?” OB ETS 2A, to repulse a person’s face, 
means generally to turn away a person with his petition (1 Kings 
ii 16, 17), here to repulse an assailant. “08 NB is one pasha; 
although 7M&, which is grammatically subordinate to NNMB, is in 
the construct state, that the genitives which follow may be con- 
nected (for this subordination of 10% see Ewald, § 286, a). 7nB 
(see at 1 Kings x. 15), lit. under-vicegerent, ¢.e. administrator of 
@ province under a satrap, in military states also a subordinaté 
officer. DIM: and so (with thy military force so small) thou 
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trustest in Egypt 337, so far as war-chariots and horsemen 
are concerned.—Ver. 25. After Rabshakeh had thus, as he 
imagined, taken away every ground of confidence from Hezekiah, 
he added still further, that the Assyrian king himself had also 
not come without Jehovah, but had been summoned by Him to’ 
effect the destruction of Judah. It is possible that some report 
may have reached his ears of the predictions of the prophets, who 
had represented the Assyrian invasion as a judgment from the 
Lord, and these he used for his own purposes. Instead of by 
MRO DPA, against this place, ze. Jerusalem, we have M&M YN by 
in Isaiah,—a reading which owes its origin simply to the endea- 
vour to bring the two clauses into exact conformity to one another. 

Vers. 26-37. It was very conceivable that Rabshakeh’s 
boasting might make an impression upon the people; the am- 
bassadors of Hezekiah therefore interrupted him with the 
request that he would speak. to them in Aramean, as they 
understood that language, and not in Jewish, on account of the 
people who were standing upon the wall D708 was the lan- 
guage spoken in Syria, Babylonia, and probably also in the pro- 
vince of Assyria, and may possibly have been Rabshakeh’s 
raother-tongue, even if the court language of the Assyrian kings 
was an Aryan dialect. With the close affinity between the 
Aramzan and the Hebrew, the latter could not be unknown to 
Rabshakeh, so that he made use of it, just as the Aramean 
language was intelligible to the ministers of Hezekiah, whereas 
the people in Jerusalem understood only n%, Jewish, 2c. the 
Hebrew language spoken in the kingdom of Judah. It is evi- 
dent from the last clause of the verse that the negotiations were 
carried on in the neighbourhood of the city wall of Jerusalem. 
—Ver. 27. But Rabshakeh rejected this proposal with the 
scornful remark, that his commission was not to speak to 
Hezekiah and his ambassadors only, but rather to the people 
upon the wall The variation of the preposition >? and De in 
72% 5Y, to thy lord (Hezekiah), and Ws, to thee (Eliakim as 
chief speaker), is avoided in the text of Isaiah. °Y is frequently 
used for DN, in the later usage of the language, in the sense of 
to or at. In the words “who sit upon the wall to eat their 
dung and drink their urine,’ Rabshakeh points to the horrors 
which a siege of Jerusalem would entail upon the inhabitants. 
For onnin=DIPRW, excrementa sua, and OIY, wrinas suas, the 
Masoretes have substituted the euphemisms ONyI¥, going forth, 


440 THE SECOND BOOK OF KINGS, 


and pan ‘'D , water of their feet.—-Vers. 28 sqq. iO: not, he 
stood up, raised himself (Ges.), or came forward (Then.), but he 
stationed himself, assumed an attitude calculated for effect, and 
spoke to the people with a loud voice in the Jewish language, 
telling them to listen to the king of Assyria and not to be led 
astray by Hezekiah, 2.e. to be persuaded to defend the city any 
longer, since neither Hezekiah nor Jehovah could defend them 
from the might of Sennacherib. enn : let not Hezekiah 
deceive you, sc. by pretending to be able to defend or save Jeru- 
salem. In 1%, “ out of his (the Assyrian’s) hand,” the speaker 
ceases to speak in the name of his king. On the construction 
of the passive 13M with VYI"NN, see Ewald, § 277, d, although 
in the instance before us he proposes to expunge the NX after 
Isa. xxxvi. 15.—Vers. 31 sqq. “ Make peace with me and come 
out to me (sc. out of your walls, 7c. surrender to me), and ye 
shall eat every one his vine, . . . till I come and bring you into 
a land like your own land...” 393 is used here to signify 
peace as the concentration of weal and blessing. The impera- 
tive 228) expresses the consequence of what goes before (vid. 
Ewald, § 347, 6). To eat his vine and fig-tree and to drink 
the water of his well is a figure denoting the quiet and undis- 
turbed enjoyment of the fruits of his own possessions (cf. 1 
Kings v. 5). Even in the event of their yielding, the Assyrian 
would transport the Jewish people into another land, according 
to the standing custom of Asiatic conquerors in ancient times 
(for proofs see Hengstenberg, De rebus Tyriis, pp. 51, 52). To 
‘make the people contented with this thought, the boaster pro- 
mised that the king of Assyria would carry them into a land 
which was quite as fruitful and glorious as the land of Canaan. 
The description of it as a land with corn and new wine, etc., 
recalls the picture of the land of Canaan in Deut. viii. 8 and 
xxx, 28. ‘W¥! MN is the olive-tree which yields good oil, in 
distinction from the wild olive-tree. ‘31: and ye shall live 
and not die, ze. no harm shall befall you from me (Thenius). 
This passage is abridged in Isa. xxxvi. 17.—Vers. 33 sqq. 
Even Jehovah could not deliver them any more than Hezekiah. 
As a proof of this, Rabshakeh enumerated a number of cities and 
lands which the king of Assyria had conquered, without their 
gods’ being able to offer any resistance to his power. “ Where 
are the gods of Hamath, etc. that they might have delivered 
Samaria out of my hand?” Instead of 3°87 °2 we have ‘37 °2), 
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and that they might have, which loosens the connection some- 
what more between this clause and the preceding one, and makes 
it more independent. “ Where are they?” is equivalent to 
they are gone, have perished (cf. ch. xix. 18); and “ that they 
might have delivered” is equivalent to they have not delivered. 
The subject to syn > is OMIT TDK, which includes the God of 
Samaria. Sennacherib regards himself as being as it were one 
with his predecessors, as the representative of the might of 
Assyria, so that he attributes to himself the conquests of cities 
and lands which his ancestors had made. The cities and lands 
enumerated in ver. 34 have been mentioned already in ch. xvii. 
24 as conquered territories, from which colonists had been 
transplanted to Samaria, with the exception of Arpad and Hena. 
‘IBN, which is also mentioned in ch. xix. 13, Isa. x. 9, xxxvi. 
19, xxxvii. 13, and Jer. xlix. 23, in connection with Hamath, 
was certainly situated in the neighbourhood of that city, and 
still exists, so far as the name is concerned, in the large village 


of  b,|, Axfdd (mentioned by Maraszid, i 47), in northern 


Syria in the district of Azéz, which was seven hours to the 
north of Haleb, according to Abulf. Zab. Syr. ed. Kohler, p. 23, 
and Niebuhr, Revise, ii. p. 414 (see Roediger, Addenda ad Ges. 
thes. p. 112). 35, Hena, which is also combined with ‘Jvvah in 


ch. xix. 13 and Isa. xxxvii 13, is probably the city of O\,, Ana, 


on the Euphrates, mentioned by Abulf, and ™Y is most likely 
the same as SYin ch. xvii. 24. The names 3}1 27 are omitted 
from the text of Isaiah in consequence of the abridgment of 
Rabshakeh’s address—-Ver. 35 contains the conclusion drawn 
from the facts already adduced: “ which of all the gods of the 
lands are they who have delivered their land out of my hand, 
that Jehovah should deliver Jerusalem out of my hand?” “ze. 
as not one of the gods of the lands named have been able to 
rescue his land from Assyria, Jehovah also will not be able to 
defend Jerusalem.—Vers. 36, 37. The people were quite silent 
at this address (“the people,” DY], to whom Rabshakeh had - 
wished to address himself); for Hezekiah had forbidden them 
to make any answer, not only to prevent Rabshakeh from say- 
ing anything further, but that the ambassadors of Sennacherib 
might be left in complete uncertainty as to the impression made 
by their words. The deputies of Hezekiah returned to the 
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king with their clothes rent as a sign of grief at the words of 
the Assyrian, by which not only Hezekiah, but still more 
Jehovah, had been blasphemed, and reported what they had 
heard. 


CHAP. XIX. JERUSALEM DELIVERED. DESTRUCTION OF THE ASSY- 
RIAN ARMY AND DEATH OF SENNACHERIB. (Compare Isa. 
XXXVII.) 


Vers. 1-4. When Hezekiah had heard from his counsellors 
the report of Rabshakeh’s words, he rent his clothes with horror 
at his daring mockery of the living God (ver. 4), put on mourn- 
ing clothes as a sign of the trouble of his soul and went into 
the temple, and at the same time sent Eliakim and Shebna with 
the oldest of the priests in mourning costume to the prophet 
Isaiah, to entreat him to intercede with the Lord in these 
desperate circumstances.’ The order of the words: Isaiah the 
prophet, the son of Amoz, is unusual (cf. ch. xiv. 25, xx. 1; 
1 Kings xvi. 7, etc.), and is therefore altered in Isaiah into 
Isaiah the son of Amoz, the prophet.—Ver. 3. “ A day of dis- 
tress, and of chastisement, and of rejection is this day.” "GIA: 
the divine chastisement. SX): contemptuous treatment, or re- 
jection of the people on the part of God (compare /%, Deat. 
xxxii. 19, Jer. xiv. 21, Lam. ii. 6). “ For children have 
come to the birth, and there is not strength to bring forth.” 
A figure denoting extreme danger, the most desperate circum- 
stances. If the woman in travail has not strength to bring 
forth the child which has come to the mouth of the womb, 
both the life of the child and that of the mother are exposed 
to the greatest danger; and this was the condition of the people 
here (see the similar figure in Hos. xiii. 13). For mi) instead 
of N1?, see Ges. § 69, 2 Anm—vVer. 4. Perhaps Jehovah thy 
God will hear the blasphemies of the living God on the part of 
Rabshakeh. 32: hear, equivalent to observe, take notice of, 
and in this case punish. ‘1 D'75é: the living God, in contrast to 
the gods of the heathen, who are only lifeless idols (cf 1 Sam 
xvii. 26, 36). M2iM is not to be taken in connection with 
Hind, as if it stood for in, “and to scold with words” (Luth, 

1“ But the most wise king did not meet his blasphemies with weapons, 


but with prayer, and tears, and sackcloth,-and entreated the prophet. 
to be his ambassador.” —THEODORET. 


CHAP. XIX. 5-18, 448 


Ges., ete.), but is a perf. rel. or a progressive perfect (Ewald, 
§ 234, a), and the continuation of Yow: “and will chastise 
(punish, sc. him) for the words which He has heard.” ‘Bn nNw: 
“therefore lift up prayer (to heaven) for the (still) existing 
remnant, sc. of the people of God;” nearly all Judah having 
come into the power of Sennacherib since the carrying away of 
the ten tribes. 

Vers. 5-7. Isaiah replied with this comforting promise : 
Hezekiah was not to be afraid of the blasphemous words of the 
Assyrian king ; the Lord would frighten him with a report, so 
that he would return to his own land, and there would He 
cause him to fall by the sword. ‘® 30 “3, the servants or 
young men of the Assyrian king, is a derogatory epithet applied 
to the officials of Assyria “Behold, I put a spirit into him, 
so that he shall hear a report and return into his own land.” 
mow does not refer to the report of the destruction of his 
army (ver. 35), as Thenius supposes, for Sennacherib did not 
hear of this through the medium of an army, but was with the 
army himself at the time when it was smitten by the angel of 
the Lord; it refers to the report mentioned in ver. 9. For 
even if he made one last attempt to secure the surrender of 
Jerusalem immediately upon hearing this report, yet after the 
failure of this attempt to shake the firmness of Hezekiah his 
courage must have failed him, and the thought of return must 
have suggested itself, so that this was only accelerated by the 
blow which fell upon the army. For, as O. v. Gerlach has cor- 
rectly observed, “ the destruction of the army would hardly 
have produced any decisive effect without the approach of 
Tirhakah, since the great power of the Assyrian king, especially 
in relation to the small kingdom of Judah, was not broken 
thereby. But at the prayer of the king the Lord added this 
miracle to the other, which His providence had already brought 
to pass.—-For the fulfilment of the prophecy of Sennacherib’s 
death, see ver. 37. 

Vers. 8-13. In the meantime Rabshakeh had returned to his 
king at Libnah (see at ch. vili. 22), to which he had gone from 
Lachish, probably after having taken that fortress —Ver. 9. 
There Sennacherib heard that Tirhakah was advancing to make 
war against him. Tirhakah, @apaxa (LXX), king of Cush, is 
the Tapaxos of Manetho, the successor of Sevechus (Shebek 11), 
the third king of the twenty-fifth (Ethiopian) dynasty, described 
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by Strabo (xv. 687), who calls him Tedpxwp, as a great con- 
queror. His name is spelt Tahalga or Tahargo upon the monu- 
ments, and on the Pylon of the great temple at Medinet-Abu 
he is represented in the form of a king, cutting down enemies 
of conquered lands (Egypt, Syria, and TZepopa, an unknown 
land) before the god Ammon (see Brugsch, hist. d Egypte, 1. pp. 
244, 245).’——On hearing the report of the advance of Tirhakah, 
Sennacherib sent ambassadors again to Hezekiah with a letter 
(ver. 14), in which he summoned him once more to give up his 
confidence in his God, and his assurance that Jerusalem would 
not be delivered into the hands of the king of Assyria, since 
the gods of no other nation had been able to save their lands 
and cities from the kings of Assyria who had preceded him. 
The letter contained nothing more, therefore, than a repetition of 
the arguments already adduced by Rabshakeh (ch. xviii. 19 sqq.), 
though a larger number of the lands conquered by the Assyrians 
are given, for the purpose of strengthening the impression in- 
tended to be made upon Hezekiah of the irresistible character 
of the Assyrian arms.—To offer a successful resistance to Tir- 
hakah and overcome him, Sennacherib wanted above all things 
a firm footing in Judah; and for this the possession of Jeru- 
salem was of the greatest importance, since it would both cover 
his back and secure his retreat. Fortifications like Lachish 
and Libnah could be quickly taken by a violent assault. But 


1 According to Jul. Afric. (in Syncell. i. p. 189, ed. Dind.) he reigned 
eighteen years, according to Euseb. (in Syncell. p. 140) twenty years. Both 
statements are incorrect; for, according to an Apis-stele published by 
Mariette, the birth of an Apis who died in the twentieth year of Psammeti- 
chus fell in the twenty-sixth year of Tirhakah, so that the reign of Tirhakah 
may be supposed to have lasted twenty-eight years (see Brugsch, l.c. p. 247). 
But the chronological conclusions respecting the date of his reign are very 
uncertain. Whereas M. v. Niebuhr (Gesch. Ass. p. 72) fixes his expedition 
against Sennacherib in the thirty-seventh er. Nab., i.e. 710 B.c., and the 
commencement of his reign over Egypt in 45 ger. Nab., te. 702 B.c., 
and assumes that he marched against Sennacherib before he was king of 
Egypt, which is apparently favoured by the epithet king of Cush, not of 
Egypt; Brugsch (i.c. p. 292) has given the year 693 B.c. as the commence- 
ment of his reign. It is obvious that this statement is irreconcilable 
with the O. T. chronology, since the fourteenth year of Hezekiah, in which 
Sennacherib invaded Judah, corresponds to the year 714 or 718 B.c. These 
diversities simply confirm our remark (p. 411), that the chronological data 
as to the kings of Egypt before Psammetichus cannot Jay any claim to his- 
torical certainty. Foran attempt to solve this discrepancy see M. v. Niebuhr, 


pp. 458 sqq. 
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it was very different with Jerusalem. Salmanasar had stood 
before Samaria for three years before he was able to conquer it ; 
and Nebuchadnezzar besieged Jerusalem for two years before 
the city was starved out and it was possible to take it (ch. xxv. 
1 sqq.). But as Tirhakah was approaching, Sennacherib ‘had 
no time now for so tedious a siege. He therefore endeavoured 
to induce Hezekiah to surrender the city quietly by a boastful 
description of his own power. Instead of Nv" 2Y™ (ver. 9), 
we have in Isaiah novm yow, “when he heard this he sent,’ 
which is probably the more original, and indicates that when 
Sennacherib received the intelligence he sent at once (Drechsler). 
—Ver. 10. 1°" 8: “let not thy God deceive thee,” ze. do not 
allow yourself to be deceived by your confidence in your God. 
od, to say, z.e. to think or believe, that Jerusalem will not be 
given, etc. To shatter this confidence, Sennacherib reminds 
him of the deeds of the Assyrian kings, povinn?, to ban them, 
ie. by smiting them with the ban. The verb OM is chosen 
with emphasis, to express the unsparing destruction. oan Wak 
and thou shouldst be saved ?7—a question implying a strong 
negative.—Ver. 12. “ Have the gods of the nations delivered 
them?” ON& is not a pronoun used in anticipation of the 
object, which follows in ‘1 jfia (Thenius), but refers to nisaanoa 
in ver. 11, a specification of which is given in the following 
enumeration. Gozan may be the province of Gauzanitis in 
Mesopotamia, but it may just as well be the country of Gauzania 
on the other side of the Tigris (see at ch. xvii. 6). The com- 
bination with Haran does not force us to the first assumption, 
since the list is not a geographical but a historical one—Haran 
(Charan), i.e. the Carre of the Greeks and Romans, where 
Abraham’s father Terah died, a place in northern Mesopotamia 
(see at Gen. xi. 31), is probably not merely the city here, 
but the country in which the city stood—Rczeph (¥7), the 


Arabic i\,,, a very widespread name, since Jakut gives nine 


cities of this name in his Geographical Lexicon, is probably the 
most celebrated of the cities of that name, the Rusapha of Syria, 
called ‘Pyoada in Ptol. v.15, in Palmyrene, on the road from Racca 
to Emesa, a day’s journey from the Euphrates (cf. Ges. Zhes. p. 
1308).—“ The sons of Eden, which (were) in Telassar,” were evi- 
dently a tribe whose chief settlement was in Telassar. By MY 
we might understand the f"m'3 of Amos i. 5, a city in a pleasant 
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region of Syria, called ITapédercos by Ptol. (v. 15), since there is 
still a village called Ehden in that locality (cf. Burckhardt, Syr. 
p. 66, and v. Schubert, Reise, iii. p. 366), if we could only dis- 
cover Zelassar in the neighbourhood, and if the village of Ehden 
could be identified with IIapadesoos and the Eden of the Bible, 
as is done even by Gesenius on Burckhardt, p. 492, and Zhes. 
p. 195; but this Hiden ts spelt oa in Arabic, and is not to 
be associated with MY (see Rob. Bibl. Res. pp. 586, 587). More- 
over the Zhelsew near Damascus (in the Jtin. Ant. p. 196, ed. 
Wess.) is too unlike Zelassar to come into consideration. There 
is more to be said in favour of the identification of our f1Y with 
the Assyrian Hden, which is mentioned in Ezek. xxvi. 23 
along with Haran and Caineh as an important place for trade, 
although its position cannot be more certainly defined; and 


neither the comparison with the tract of land called RORY) 


Maadon, which Assemani (Biblioth. or. ii. p. 224) places in 
Mesopotamia, towards the Tigris, in the present province of 
Diarbekr (Ges., Win.), nor the conjecture of Knobel that the 
tribe-name Eden may very probably have been preserved in the 
large but very dilapidated village of Adana or Adna, some dis- 
tance to the north of Bagdad (Ker Porter, Journey, li. p. 355, 
and Ritter, Hrdk. ix. p. 493), can be established as even a pro- 
bability. “BREN, Telassar, is also quite unknown. The name 
applies very well to Thelser on the eastern side of the Tigris 
(Tab. Peut. xi. e), where even the later Targums on Gen. x. 12 
have placed it, interpreting Nimrod’s Resen by "Don, TONON, 
though Knobel opposes this on the ground that a place in 
Assyria proper is unsuitable in such a passage as this, where 
the Assyrian feats of war outside Assyria itself are enumerated. 
Movers (Phéniz. ii. 3, p. 251) conjectures that the place referred to 
is Thelassar in Terodon, a leading emporium for Arabian wares 
on the Persian Gulf, and supposes that Terodon has sprung from 
Teledon with the Persian pronunciation of the -N, which is very 
frequent in the names of Mesopotamian cities. This conjecture 
is at any rate a more natural one than that of Knobel on Isa 
Xxxvil 12, that the place mentioned in Assemani (Bib. or. iii 2, 


p. 870), pera) Ji» Tel on the Szarszar, to the west of the pre- 


sent Bagdad, is intended.— With regard to the places named in 
ver. 13, see at ch. xviii. 34, 
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Vers. 14-19. Hezekiah’s prayer—Ver. 14. Hezekiah took 
the letter, read it, went into the temple and spread it out before 
Jehovah, to lay open its contents before God. The contents of 
the letter are given in vers. 10—13 in the form of the message 
which the ambassadors delivered to Hezekiah from their king, 
because the ambassadors communicated to Hezekiah by word of 
mouth the essential contents of the writing which they con- 
veyed, and simply handed him the letter as a confirmation of 
their words. O50, like littere, means a letter; hence the 
singular suffix attached to 775", whereas in the case of ON P%, 
which stands nearer, the suffix follows the number of the noun 
to which it refers. The spreading out of the letter before God 
was an embodiment of the wish, which sprang from a child-like 
and believing trust, that the Lord would notice and punish that 
defiance of the living God which it contained. What Hezekiah 
meant by this action he expressed in the following prayer.— 
Ver. 15. In opposition to the delusion of the Assyrians, he 
describes Jehovah, the God of Israel, as the only God of all 
the kingdoms of the earth, since He was the Creator of heaven 
and earth. 0°3757 3W (see at 1 Sam. iv. 4 and Ex. xxv. 
22) indicates the covenant-relation into which Jehovah, the 
almighty Creator and Ruler of the whole world, had entered to- 
wards Israel. As the covenant God who was enthroned above 
the cherubim the Lord was bound to help His people, if they 
turned: to Him with faith in the time of their distress and 
entreated His assistance ; and as the only God of all the world 
He had the power to help. In Isaiah, Nika¥, which is very rare 
in historical prose, but very common in prophetical addresses, is 
added to the name 7, and thus Jehovah at the very outset is 
addressed as the God of the universe. On the meaning of Mix3y, 
see at 1 Sam. i. 3. On pioxn Ni NAN, see 2 Sam. vii. 28 and 
1 Kings xviii. 39.—Ver. 16. The accumulation of the words, 
“bow down Thine ear, Jehovah, and hear ; open, Jehovah, Thine 
eyes and see, and hear the words,” etc., indicates the earnest- 
ness and importunity of the prayer. The plural ¥2') by the 
‘side of the singular 72!% is the correct reading, since the 
expression “ to incline the ear” is constantly met with (Ps. 
Xvi. 6, xxxi. 3, xlv. 11, etc.); and even in the plural, “ incline 
ye your ear” (Ps. lxxviii. 1; Isa. lv. 3), and on the other hand 
“to open the eyes” (Job xxvii. 19; Prov. xx. 13; Zech. 
xii. 4; Dan. ix. 18), because a man always opens both eyes 
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to see anything, whereas he turns one ear to a person speak- 
ing. The 42°¥ of Isaiah is also plural, though written defec- 
tively, as the Masora has already observed. The suffix in ine, 
which is wanting in Isaiah, belongs to WX, and refers with this 
to “37 in the sense of speech: the speech which Sennacherib 
had made in his letter—vVers. 17, 18. After the challenge, to 
observe the blasphemies of Sennacherib, Hezekiah mentions the 
fact that the Assyrians have really devastated all lands, and there- 
fore that it is not without ground that they boast of their mighty 
power; but he finds the explanation of this in the impotence 
and nothingness of the gods of the heathen. 029K, truly, indeed 
—the kings of Asshur have devastated the nations and their 
land. Instead of this we find in Isaiah: “they have devastated 
all lands and their (own) land”—-which is evidently the more 
difficult and also the more original reading, and has been altered 
in our account, because the thought that the Assyrians had de- 
vastated their own land by making war upon other lands, that 
is to say, had depopulated it and thereby laid it waste, was not 
easy to understand. “And have cast their gods into the fire, for 
they are not gods, but works of human hands, wood and stone, 
and have thus destroyed them.” Hezekiah does not mention 
this as a sign of the recklessness of the Assyrians (Knobel), but, 
because Sennacherib had boasted that the gods of no nation 
had been able to resist him (vers. 12, 13), to put this fact in 
the right light, and attach thereto the prayer that Jehovah, by 
granting deliverance, would make known to all the kingdoms of 
the earth that He alone was God. Instead of N31 we have in 
Isaiah 7in3}, the inf. absol.; in this connection the more difficult 
and more genuine reading. This also applies to the omission 
of O'oN (ver. 195) in Isa. xxxvii 20, since the use of Jehorah 
as a predicate, “ that Thou alone art Jehovah,” is very rare, and 
has therefore been misunderstood even by Gesenius. By the 
introduction of Elohim, the thought “that Thou Jehovah art 
God alone” is simplified. 

Vers. 20-34. The divine promise. —Vers. 20, 21. When 
Hezekiah had prayed, the prophet Isaiah received a divine re- 
velation with regard to the hearing of this prayer, which he 
sent, t.e. caused to be handed over, tothe king. ‘AyDw (ver. 21) 
is omitted in Isaiah, so that 2) ALENT W'S is to be taken in 
the sense of “ with regard to that which thou hast prayed to 
me,” whilst ‘mAyow (I have heard) elucidates the thought and 
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simplifies the construction. The word of the Lord announced 
to the king, (1) the shameful retreat of Sennacherib as a just 
retribution for his mockery of the living God (vers. 21-28; Isa. 
Xxxvil. 22-29); (2) the confirmation of this assurance through 
the indication of a sign by which Hezekiah was to recognise 
the deliverance of Jerusalem (vers. 29-31; Isa. xxxvil. 30-32), 
and through the distinct promise, that the Assyrian would 
neither come into the city nor besiege it, because the Lord was 
sheltering it (vers. 32-34; Isa. xxxvii. 33-35). In the first 
part the words are addressed with poetic vivacity directly to 
Sennacherib, and scourge his haughty boastings by pointing to 
the ridicule and scorn which would follow him on his departure 
from the land—vVer. 21. “The virgin daughter Zion despises 
thee, the daughter Jerusalem shakes the head behind thee.” 
By daughter Zion, daughter Jerusalem, we are not to under- 
stand the inhabitants of Zion, or of Jerusalem, as though 3 
stood for 03 or ‘23 (Ges., Hitzig, and others); but the city 
itself with its inhabitants is pictorially personified as a daughter 
and virgin, and the construct state {?¥"N3 is to be taken, like 
™B 13, as in apposition: “daughter Zion,” not daughter of 
Zion (vid. Ges. § 116, 5; Ewald, § 287, ¢). Even in the case 
of nana the construct state expresses simply the relation of 
apposition. Zion is called a “virgin” as being an inviolable 
city to the Assyrians, ze. one which they cannot conquer. 
Shaking the head is a gesture denoting derision and pleasure 
at another’s misfortune (cf. Ps. xxii. 8, cix. 25, etc). “ Behind 
thee,” ze. after thee as thou goest away, is placed first as a pic- 
torial feature for the sake of emphasis——Vers. 22, 23. This 
derision falls upon the Assyrian, for having blasphemed the 
Lord God by his foolish boasting about his irresistible power. 
“ ‘Whom hast thou despised and blasphemed, and against whom 
hast thou lifted up the voice ? and thou liftest up thine eyes 
against the Holy One of Israel.” Lifting up the voice refers to 
the tone of threatening assumption, in which Rabshakeh and 
Sennacherib had spoken. Lifting up the eyes on high, ze. to 
the heavens, signifies simply looking up to the sky (cf. Isa. xb 
26), not “ directing proud looks against God” (Ges.). Still less 
is D19D to be taken adverbially in the sense of haughtily, as 
Thenius and Knobel suppose. The bad sense of proud arro- 
gance lies in the words which follow, “against the Holy One 
of Israel,” or in the case of Isaiah, where O€ stands for by. in the 
2F 
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context, viz. the parallelism of the members. God is called the 
Holy One of Israel as He who manifests His holiness in and 
upon Israel. This title of the Deity is one of the peculiarities 
of Isaiah’s range of thought, although it originated with Asaph 
(Ps. Ixxviiil. 41; see at Isa.i. 4). This insult to the holy God 
consisted in the fact that Sennacherib had said through his | 
servants (vers. 23, 24): “With my chariots upon chariots I 
have ascended the height of the mountains, the uttermost part 
of Lebanon, so that I felled the tallness of its cedars, the choice 
of its cypresses, and came to the shelter of its border, to the 
forest of its orchard. I have dug and drunk strange water, so 
that I dried up all the rivers of Egypt with the sole of my feet.” 
The words put into the mouth of the Assyrian are expressive of 
the feeling which underlay all his blasphemies (Drechsler). 
The two verses are kept quite uniform, the second hemistich in 
both cases expressing the result of the first, that is to say, what 
the Assyrian intended still further to perform after having 
accomplished what is stated in the first hemistich, "When he 
has ascended the heights of Lebanon, he devastates the glorious 
trees of the mountain. Consequently in ver. 24 the drying 
up of the Nile of Egypt is to be taken as the result of the 
digging of wells in the parched desert ; in other words, it 1s to 
be interpreted as descriptive of the devastation of Egypt, whose 
whole fertility depended upon its being watered by the Nile 
and its canals. We cannot therefore take these verses exactly 
as Drechsler does; that is to say, we cannot assume that the 
Assyrian is speaking in the first hemistichs of both verses of 
what he (not necessarily Sennacherib himself, but one of his 
predecessors) has actually performed. For even if the ascent 
of the uttermost heights of Lebanon had been performed by one 
of the kings of Assyria, there is no historical evidence what- 
ever that Sennacherib or one of his predecessors had already 
forced his way into Egypt. The words are therefore to be 
understood in a figurative sense, as an individualizing picture 
of the conquests which the Assyrians had already accomplished, 
and those which they were still intending to effect ; and this 
assumption does not necessarily exhibit Sennacherib “as a 
mere braggart, who boastfully heaps up in ridiculous hyperbole 
an enumeration of the things which he means to perform” 
(Drechsler). For if the Assyrian had not ascended with the 
whole multitude of his war-chariots to the loftiest summits of 
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Lebanon, to fell its cedars.and its cypresses, Lebanon had set 
no bounds to his plans of conquest, so that Sennacherib might 
very well represent his forcing his way into Canaan as an 
ascent of the lofty peaks of this mountain range. Lebanon is 
mentioned, partly as a range of mountains that was quite inac- 
cessible to war-chariots, and partly as the northern defence of 
the land of Canaan, through the conquest of which one made 
himself lord of the land. And so far as Lebanon is used 
synecdochically for the land of which it formed the defence, 
the hewing down of its cedars and cypresses, those glorious 
witnesses of the creation of God, denotes the devastation 
of the whole land, with all its glorious works of nature and 
of human hands. The chief strength of the early Asiatic 
conquerors consisted in the multitude of their war-chariots : 
they are therefore brought into consideration simply as signs of 
vast military resources ; the fact that they could only be used 
on level ground being therefore disregarded. The Chethid 232 
“235, “my chariots upon chariots,” is used poetically for an in- 
numerable multitude of chariots, as '2'3 333 for an innumerable 
host of locusts (Nah. iii 17), and is more original than the 
Kert *239 35, the multitude of my chariots, which simply fol- 
lows Isaiah. The “height of the mountains” is more precisely 
defined by the emphatic fina ‘nav, the uttermost sides, <e. 
the loftiest heights, of Lebanon, just as 113 ‘N31 in Isa. xiv. 15 
and Ezek. xxxii. 23 are the uttermost depths of Sheol. vip 
wns, his tallest cedars. 273 inip, his most select or finest 
cypresses. ¥P ji», for which Isaiah has the more usual dD 
izp, “ the height of his end,” is the loftiest point of Lebanon on 
which a man can rest, not a lodging built on the highest point 
of Lebanon (Cler., Vitr., Ros.). {3072 , the forest of his 
orchard, ze. the forest resembling an orchard. The reference is 
to the celebrated cedar-forest between the loftiest peaks of 
Lebanon at the village of Byerreh (see at 1 Kings v. 20).— 
Ver. 24 refers to the intended conquest of Egypt. Just as 
Lebanon could not stop the expeditions of the Assyrians, or 
keep them back from the conquest of the land of Canaan, so 
the desert of e¢ Tih, which separated Egypt from Asia, notwith- 
standing its want of water (cf. Herod. iii. 5; Rob. Pal. i. p. 262), 
was no hindrance to him, which could prevent his forcing his 
way through it and laying Egypt waste. The digging of water 
is, of course, not merely “a reopening of the wells that had 
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been choked with rubbish, and the cisterns that had been 
covered up before the approaching enemy” (Thenius), but the 
digging of wells in the waterless desert. Ot O'D, strange water, 
is not merely water belonging to others, but water not belong- 
ing to this soil (Drechsler), te. water supplied by a region 
which had none at other times. By the perfects the thing is 
represented as already done, as exposed to no doubt whatever ; 
we must bear in mind, however, that the desert of et Tih is not 
expressly named, but the expression is couched in such general 
terms, that we may also assume that it includes what the 
Assyrian had really effected in his expeditions through similar 
regions. The drying up of the rivers with the soles of the feet 
is a hyperbolical expression denoting the omnipotence with 
which the Assyrian rules over the earth. Just as he digs 
water in the desert where no water is to be had, so does he 
annihilate it where mighty rivers exist.’ "W8’ are the arms 
and canals of the Yeor, ie. of the Nile. ‘“W¥0, a rhetorical 
epithet for Egypt, used not only here, but also in Isa. xix. 6 
and Mic, vii. 12.—Vers. 25 sqq. To this foolish boasting the 
prophet opposes the divine purpose which had been formed long 
ago, and according to which the Assyrian, without knowing it 
or being willing to acknowledge it, had acted simply as the 
instrument of the Lord, who had given him the power to de- 
stroy, but who would soon restrain his ranting against Him, the 
true God.—Ver. 25. “ Hast thou not heard? Long ago have 
I done this, from the days of olden time have I formed it! 
Now have I brought it to pass, that fortified cities should be to 
be destroyed into waste heaps.” Ver. 26. “ And their inhabi- 
tants, short of hand, were dismayed and put to shame; they 
were herb of the field and green of the turf, grass of the roofs 
and blighted corn before the stalk.” Ver. 27. “And thy sitting 
and thy going out and thy coming I know, and thy raging 
against me.” Ver. 28. “ Because of thy raging against me and 
thy safety, which rise up into my ears, I put my ring into thy 


1 Compare the similar boasting of Alarich, already quoted by earlier com- 
mentators, in Claudian, de bello Geth. v. 526 sqq. : 
cum cesserit omnis 
Obsequiis natura meis ? subsidere nostris 
Sub pedibus montes, arescere vidimus amnes. 


v. 582. Fregi Alpes, galeis Padum victricibus hausi. 
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nose, and my bridle into thy lips, and bring thee back by the 
way by which thou hast come.” The words are still addressed 
to the Assyrian, of whom the Lord inquires whether he does 
not know that the destructive deeds performed by him had been 
determined very long before. “Hast thou not heard?” namely, 
what follows, what the Lord had long ago made known through 
His prophets in Judah (cf. Isa. vii. 7-9, xvi. 17-20, viii. 1-4 
and 7, etc.). pimp, from distant time have I done it, etc, 
refers to the divine ordering and governing of the events of the 
universe, which God has purposed and established from the very 
beginning of time. The pronoun "NX, and the suffixes attached 
to ANY and N34, do not refer with vague generality to the 
substance of vers. 23 and 24, a. to the boastings of the Assyrians 
quoted there (Drechsler), but to nivind UN, ze. to the conquests 
and devastations which the Assyrian had really effected. The 
1 before Mn ¥* introduces the apodosis, as is frequently the case 
after a preceding definition of time (cf. Ges. § 155, a). ‘am 
nivnd, “that it may be to destroy” (nivn?, a contraction of 
nixwino, Keri and Isaiah, from 78W; see Ewald, § 73, c, and 245, b), 
ze. that it shall be destroyed,—according to a turn which is very 
common in Isaiah, like "Y29 7, it is to burn =it shall be burned 
(cf. Isa. v. 5, vi. 13, xliv. 15, and Ewald, § 237, c). The ren- 
dering given by Ges, Knob., Then., and others, “that thou 
mayest be for destruction,” is at variance with this usage.— 
Ver. 26 is closely connected, so far as the sense is concerned, 
with the last clause of ver. 25, but in form it is only loosely 
attached : “and their inhabitants were,” instead of “that their 
inhabitants might be.” ‘VY "1¥?, of short hand, ze. without power 
to offer a successful resistance (cf. Num. xi. 23, and Isa. 1. 2, lix. 1). 
—They were herbage of the field, etc., just as perishable as the 
herbage, grass, etc., which quickly fade away (cf. Ps. xxxvii. 2, xc. 
5,6; Isa.xl 6). The grass of the roofs fades still more quickly, 
because it cannot strike deep roots (cf. Ps. cxxix. 6). Blighted 
corn before the stalk, ze. corn which is blighted and withered 
up, before it shoots up into a stalk. In Isaiah we have MDI 
instead of “51, with a change of the labials, probably for the 
purpose of preserving an assonance with 76?, which must not 
therefore be altered into ")1¥. The thought in the two verses 
is this: The Assyrian does not owe his victories and conquests 
to his irresistible might, but purely to the fact that God had 
long ago resolved to deliver the nations into his hands, so that 
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it was possible to overcome them without their being able to 
offer any resistance. This the Assyrian had not perceived, but 
in his daring pride had exalted himself above the living God. 
This conduct of his the Lord was well acquainted with, and 
He would humble him for it. Sitting and going out and 
coming denote all the actions of a man, like sitting down and ~ 
rising up in Ps. cxxxix. 2. Instead of rising up, we generally 
find going out and coming in (cf. Deut. xxviii. 6 and Ps. 
exxi 8). ‘0N, thy raging, commotio furibunda, que ex ira 
nascitur superbie miata (Vitr.). We must repeat {3 before 
WIRY s and ‘IK2 nby is to be taken in a relative sense: on 
account of thy self-security, which has come to my ears. pxv 
is the security of the ungodly which springs from the feeling of 
great superiority in power. The figurative words, “I put my 
ring into thy nose,” are taken from the custom of restraining 
wild animals, such as lions (Ezek. xix. 4) and other wild beasts 
(Ezek. xxix. 4 and Isa. xxx. 28), in this manner. For “ the 
bridle in the lips” of ungovernable horses, see Ps. xxxii. 9. To 
lead a person back by the way by which he had come, ¢e. to 
lead him back disappointed, without having reached the goal 
that he set before him. | 

To confirm what he had said, the prophet gave to Hezekiah a 
sign (vers. 29 sqq.): “ Eat this year what groweth in the fallow, 
and in the second year what groweth wild, and in the third 
year sow and reap and plant vineyards, and eat the fruit there- 
of.” That the words are not addressed to the king of Assyria 
as in ver. 28, but to Hezekiah, is evident from their contents. 
This sudden change in the person addressed may be explained 
from the fact that from ver. 29 the words contain a perfectly 
_ fresh train of thought. For ninn wm see Ex. 11. 12, 1 Sam. 

i, 34 and xiv. 10; also Jer. xliv. 29. In all these passages 
nix, onpetov, is not a (supernatural) wonder, a NID as in 1 Kings 
xiii. 3, but consists simply in the prediction of natural events, 
which serve as credentials to a prediction, whereas in Isa. vii 
14 and xxxviii. 7 a miracle is given as an nix. The inf. abs 
2138 is not used for the pret. (Ges, Then., and others), but for 
the imperf. or fut.: “one will eat.” 285, the (present) year. 
MAD signifies the corn which springs up and grows from the 
grains that have been shaken out the previous year (Lev. xxv. 
5,11). nd (in Isa. O'MW) is explained by Abulw. as signify- 
ing the corn which springs up again from the roots of what has 
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been sown. The etymology of the word is uncertain, so that it 
is impossible to decide which of the two forms is the original 
one. For the fact itself compare the evidence adduced in the 
Comm. on Lev. xxv. 7, that in Palestine and other lands two or 
three harvests can be reaped from one sowing.—tThe signs men- 
tioned do not enable us to determine with certainty how long 
the Assyrians were in the land. All that can be clearly gathered 
from the words, “in this and the following year will they live 
upon that which has sprung up without any sowing,” is that for 
- two years, z.c. in two successive autumns, the fields could not be 
cultivated because the enemy had occupied the land and laid it 
waste. But whether the occupation lasted two years, or only a 
year and a little over, depends upon the time of the year at 
which the Assyrians entered the land. If the invasion of Judah 
took place in autumn, shortly before the time for sowing, and 
the miraculous destruction of the Assyrian forces occurred a 
year after about the same time, the sowing of two successive 
years would be prevented, and the population of Judah would 
be compelled to live for two years upon what had sprung up 
without sowing. Consequently both the prophecy of Isaiah and 
the fulfilment recorded in vers. 35, 36 would fall in the autumn, 
when the Assyrians had ruled for a whole year in the land; so 
that the prophet was able to say: in this year and in the second 
(ze. the next) will they eat after-growth and wild growth; inas- 
much as when he said this, the first year had not quite expired. 
Even if the overthrow of the Assyrians took place immediately 
afterwards (cf. ver. 35), with the extent to which they had 
carried out the desolation of the land, many of the inhabitants 
having been slain or taken prisoners, and many others having 
been put to flight, it would be utterly impossible in the same 
year to cultivate the fields and sow them, and the people would 
be obliged to live in the second or following year upon what 
had grown wild, until the harvest of the second year, when the 
land could be properly cultivated, or rather till the third year, 
when it could be reaped again.’ 

The sign is followed in vers. 30, 31 by the distinct promise 


1 There is no necessity, therefore, to explain the sign here given, either by 
the assumption of a sabbatical year, with or without a year of jubilee follow- 
ing, or by supposing that the Assyrians did not depart immediately after the 
catastrophe described in ver. 35, but remained till after they had attempted 
an expedition into Egypt, or indeed by any other artificial hypothesis, 
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of the deliverance of Judah and Jerusalem, for which Isaiah 
uses the sign itself as a type. “And the remnant that is 
escaped of the house of Judah will again strike roots down- 
wards and bear fruit upwards; for from Jerusalem will go forth 
a remnant, and that which is escaped from Mount Zion; the 
zeal of Jehovah will do this.” Wi¥ 9D’, to add roots. te. to 
strike fresh roots. The meaning is, that Judah will not succumb 
to this judgment. The remnant of the nation that has escaped 
from destruction by the Assyrians will once more grow and 
flourish vigorously ; for from Jerusalem will a rescued remnant 
go forth. mygyop denotes those who have escaped destruction by 
the judgment (cf. Isa. iv. 2, x. 20, etc.). The deliverance was 
attached to Jerusalem or to Mount Zion, not so much because 
the power of the Assyrians was to be destroyed before the gates 
of Jerusalem, as because of the greater importance which Jeru- 
salem and Mount Zion, as the centre of the kingdom of God, 
the seat of the God-King, possessed in relation to the covenant- 
nation, so that, according to Isa. ii. 3, it was thence that the 
Messianic salvation was also to proceed. This deliverance is 
traced to the zeal of the Lord on behalf of His people and 
against His foes (see at Ex. xx. 5), like the coming of the 
Messiah in Isa. ix. 6 to establish an everlasting kingdom of 
peace and righteousness. The deliverance of Judah out of the 
power of Asshur was a prelude and type of the deliverance of 
the people of God by the Messiah out of the power of all that 
was ungodly. The nixay¥ of Isaiah is omitted after 7’, just as 
in ver. 15; though here it is supplied by the Masora as Kert. 
—In vers. 32—34 Isaiah concludes by announcing that Sen- 
nacherib will not come to Jerusalem, nor even shoot at the city 
and besiege it, but will return disappointed, because the Lord 
will defend and save the city for the sake of His promise. 
The result of the whole prophecy is introduced with }3?: there- 
fore, because this is how the matter stands, viz. as explained in 
what precedes. Jpn", with regard to the king, as in ver. 20. 
3 NIDAP’ ND, “he will not attack it with a shield,” ze. will not 
advance with shields to make an attack upon it. O13? witha 
double accusative, as in Ps, xxi. 4. It only occurs here in a 
hostile sense: to come against, as in Ps, xviii. 19, ze. to advance 
against a city,.to storm it. The four clauses of the verse stand 
in a graduated relation to one another: not to take, not even to 
shoot at and attack, yea, not even to besiege the city, will he 
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come. In ver. 33a we have ver. 286 taken up again, and ver. 32a 
is repeated in ver. 336 for the purpose of strengthening the pro- 
mise, Instead of #3 Ni3. we have in Isaiah 73 NB: “ by which he 
has come.” The perfect is actually more exact, and the imper- 
fect may be explained from the fact that Sennacherib was at 
that very time advancing against Jerusalem. In ver. 34 we 
have On ‘nisi instead of the oY ‘Nisa of Isaiah ; >¥ is more correct 
than by. “ For my sake,” as Hezekiah had prayed in ver. 19; 
and “for my servant David's sake,” because Jehovah, as the un- 
changeably true One, must fulfil the promise which He gave to 
David (see at 1 Kings xi. 13). 

Vers. 35-37. The fulfilment of the divine promise——Ver. 35. 
“It came to pass in that night, that the angel of the Lord went 
out and smote in the army of the Assyrian 185,000 men; and 
when they (those that were left, including the king) rose up in 
the morning, behold there were they all (7.e. all who had perished) 
dead corpses,” z.e. they had died in their sleep. ONO is added 
to strengthen 028: lifeless corpses. 8 nop2 is in all proba- 
bility the night following the day on which Isaiah had foretold 
to Hezekiah the deliverance of Jerusalem. Where the Assyrian 
army was posted at the time when this terrible stroke fell upon 
it is not stated, since the account is restricted to the principal 
fact. One portion of it was probably still before Jerusalem ; the 
remainder were either in front of Libnah (ver. 8), or marching 
against Jerusalem. From the fact that Sennacherib’s second 
embassy (vers. 9 sqq.) was not accompanied by a body of troops, 
it by no means follows that the large army which had come 
with the first embassy (ch. xviii. 17) had withdrawn again, or 
had even removed to Libnah on the return of Rabshakeh to 
his king (ch. xix. 8). The very opposite may be inferred with 
much greater justice from ch. xix. 32. And the smiting of 
185,000 men by an angel of the Lord by no means presupposes 
that the whole of Sennacherib’s army was concentrated at one 
spot. The blow could certainly fall upon the Assyrians wher- 
ever they were standing or were encamped. The “ angel of the 
Lord” is the same angel that smote as M'Nw#'3 the first-born of 
Egypt (Ex. xii. 23, compared with vers. 12 and 13), and in- 
flicted the pestilence upon Israel after the numbering of the 
people by David (2 Sam. xxiv. 15, 16). The last passage 
renders the conjecture a very probable one, that the slaying of 
the Assyrians was also effected by a terrible pestilence. But 
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the number of the persons slain—185,000 in a single night 
—so immensely surpasses the effects even of the most ternble 
plagues, that this fact cannot be mterpreted naturally ; and the 
deniers of miracle have therefore felt obliged to do violence to 
the text, and to pronounce either the statement that it was “the 
same night” or the number of the slain a mythical exaggera- 
tion..—Ver. 36. This divine judgment compelled Sennacherib 
to retreat without delay, and to return to Nineveh, as Isaiah, 
28 and 32, had. predicted. The heaping up of the verbs: “he 
decamped, departed, and returned,” expresses the hurry of the 
march home. 13'32 UW", “he sate, ze. remained, in Nineveh,” 
implies not merely that Sennacherib lived for some time after 
his return, but also that he did not undertake any fresh expedi- 
tion against Judah. On Nineveh see at Gen. x. 11.—Ver. 37 
contains an account of Sennacherib’s death. When he was 
worshipping in the temple of his god Nisroch, his sons Adram- 
melech and Sharezer slew him, and fled into the land of Ararat, 
and his son Esarhaddon became king in his stead. With regard 
to 103, Nisroch, all that seems to be firmly established is that 
he was an eagle-deity, and represented by the eagle- or vulture- 
headed human figure with wings, which is frequently depicted 
upon the Assyrian monuments, “ not only in colossal proportions 
upon the walls and watching the portals of the rooms, but also 
constantly in the groups upon the embroidered robes. When it 


_ 1 The assertion of Thenius, that vers. 35-37 are borrowed from a different 
source from ch. xviii. 13-19, 34 and xx. 1-19, rests upon purely arbitrary 
suppositions and groundless assumptions, and is only made in the interest of 
the mythical interpretation of the miracle. And his conclusion, that ‘since 
the catastrophe was evidently (?) occasioned by the sudden breaking out of a 
pestilence, the scene of it was no doubt the pestilential Egypt,” is just as un- 
founded,—as if Egypt were the only land in which a pestilence could suddenly 
have broken out.—The account given by Herodotus (ii. 141), that on the 
prayer of king Sethon, a priest of Vulcan, the deity promised him victory over 
the great advancing army of Sennacherib, and that during the night mice 
spread among the enemy (i.e. in the Assyrian camp at Pelusium), and ate up 
the quivers and bows, and the leather straps of the shields, so that the next 
morning they were obliged to flee without their weapons, and many were cut 
down, is simply a legendary imitation af our account, t.e. an Egyptian variation 
of the defeat of Sennacherib in Judah. The eating up of the Assyrian weapons 
by mice is merely the explanation given to Herodotus by the Egyptian priests 
of the hieroglyphical legend on the standing figure of Scthos at Memphis, from 
which we cannot even gather the historical fact that Sennacherib really ad- 
vanced as far as Pelusium. 
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is introduced in this way, we see it constantly fighting with 
other mythical animals, such as human-headed oxen or lions; 
and in these conflicts it always appears to be victorious,” from 
which we may infer that it was a type of the supreme deity 
(see Layard’s Nineveh and its Remains). The eagle was wor- 
shipped as a god by the Arabs (Pococke, Specim. pp. 94, 199), 
was regarded as sacred to Melkarth by the Pheenicians (Nonnus, 
Dionys. xl. 495, 528), and, according to a statement of Philo, 
Bybl. (in Euseb. Preepar. evang. i. 10), that Zoroaster taught that 
the supreme deity was represented with an eagle’s head, it was 
also a symbol of Ormuzd among the Persians; consequently 
Movers (Phoniz. i. pp. 68, 506, 507) regards Nisroch as the 
supreme deity of the Assyrians. It is not improbable that it 
was also connected with the constellation of the eagle (see 
Ideler, Ursprung der Sternnamen, p. 416). On the other hand, 
the current interpretation of the name from 1¥2 (1, Chald. ; 


pw, Arab.), eagle, vulture, with the Persian adjective termination 


ok or ach, is very doubtful, not merely on account of the D in 7703, 
but chiefly because this name does not occur in Assyrian, but 
simply Asar, Assar, and Asarak as the name of a deity which is 
met with in many Assyrian proper names. The last is also adopted 
by the LXX., who (ed. Aldin. Compl.) have rendered 703 by ’Aca- 
pax in Isaiah, and Eaopdy (cod. Vatic.) in 2 Kings, by the side of 
which the various readings Mecepdy in our text (cod. Vat.) and 
Nacapay in Isaiah are evidently secondary readings emended 
from the Hebrew, since Josephus (Ané. x. 1, 5) has the form 
’ Apackns, which is merely somewhat “ Grecized.” The meaning 
of these names is still in obscurity, even if there should be some 
foundation for the assumption that Assar belongs to the same 
root as the name of the people and land, Asshur. The connec- 
tion between the form Misroch and Asarak is also still obscure. 
Compare the collection which J. G. Miiller has made of the 
different conjectures concerning this deity in the Art. Nisroch in 
Herzog’s Cycl.—Adrammelech, according to ch. xvii. 31, was 
the name of a deity of Sepharvaim, which was here borne by the 
king’s son. “WwW, Sharezer, is said to mean “ prince of fire,” and 
was probably also borrowed from a deity. 123 (Isa.) is wanting 
in our text, but 1s supplied by the Masora in the Keri. The 
“land of Ararat” was a portion of the high land of Armenia; 
according to Moses v. Chorene, the central portion of it with 


460 THE SECOND BOOK OF KINGS, 


the mountains of the same name (see at Gen. viii. 4). The 
slaying of Sennacherib is also confirmed by Alex. Polyhistor, or 
rather Berosus (in Euseb, Chron. Armen. i. p. 43), who simply 
names, however, a son Ardumusanus as having committed the 
murder, and merely mentions a second Asordanius as viceroy of 
Babylon.’ The identity of the latter with Hsarhaddon is beyond 
all doubt. The name {777DN, Esar-cha-don, consisting of two 
parts with the guttural inserted, the usual termination in As- 
syrian and Babylonian, Assar-ach, is spelt ’Acopddy in the LXX., 
SaxepSoves in Tobit—probably formed from 'Acep-y-Sovocop by 
a transposition of the letters,—by Josephus "Acoapayoddas, by 
Berosus (in the armen, Euscb.) Asordanes, by Abyden. «id. 
Axerdis, in the Canon Ptol. ’Acapdaéwos, and lastly in Ezra iv. 
10 mutilated into 1B]08, Osnappar (Chald.), and in the LXX. 
’Accevaddp ; upon the Assyrian monuments, according to Oppert, 
Assur-akh-iddin (cf. M. v. Niebuhr, Gesch. Ass. p. 38). The 
length of his reign is uncertain. The statements of Berosus, 
that he was first of all viceroy of Babylon, and then for eight 
years king of Assyria, and that of the Canon Ptol., that he 
reigned for thirteen years in Babylon, are decidedly incorrect. 
Brandis (Rerum Assyr. tempora emend. p. 41) conjectures that he 
reigned twenty-eight years, but in his work Ueber den histor. 
Gewinn, pp. 73, 74, he suggests seventeen years. M. v. Niebuhr 
(ut sup. p. 77), on the other hand, reckons his reign at twenty- 
four years. | 


CHAP. XX. HEZEKIAH’S ILLNESS AND RECOVERY. MERODACH 
BALADANS EMBASSY. DEATH OF HEZEKIAH. 


Vers. 1-11. HEzExiAn’s ILLNESS AND RECOVERY.—Compare 
the parallel account in Isa. xxxviii. with Hezekiah’s psalm of 
thanksgiving for his recovery (vers. 9-20 of Isaiah).—Ver. 1. 
“In those days was Hezekiah sick unto death.” By the ex- 
pression “ in those days” the illness of Hezekiah is merely 
assigned in a general manner to the same time as the events 
previously described. That it did not occur after the departure 


1 With regard to the statement of Abydenus in Euseb. Ul. c. p. 53, that 
Sennacherib was followed by Nergilus, who was slain by his son Adrameles, 
who again was murdered by his brother Axzerdis, and its connection with 
Berosus and the biblical account, see M. v. Niebuhr, Geschichte Assurs, pp. 
361 sqq. Nergilus is probably the same person as Sharezer, and Azerdis as 
Esarhaddon. 
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of the Assyrians, but at the commencement of the invasion of 
Sennacherib, te. in the fourteenth year of Hezekiah’s reign, is 
evident from ver. 6, namely, both from the fact that in answer 
to his prayer fifteen years more of life were promised him, and 
that he nevertheless reigned only twenty-nine years (ch. xviii. 
2), and also from the fact that God promised to deliver him 
out of the hand of the Assyrians and to defend Jerusalem. 
The widespread notion that his sickness was an attack of plague, 
and was connected with the pestilence which had broken out 
in the Assyrian camp, is thereby deprived of its chief support, 
apart from the fact that the epithet (MY (ver. 7), which is 
applied to the sickness, does not indicate pestilence. Isaiah 
then called upon him to set his house in order. W3? W: set 
thy house in order, lit. command or order with regard to thy 
house, not declare thy (last) will to thy family (Ges., Knob.), 
for ¥ is construed with the accus. pers. in the sense of com- 
manding anything, whereas here ? is synonymous with ON 
(2 Sam. xvii. 23). “ For thou wilt die and not live ;” ze. thy 
sickness is to death, namely, without the miraculous help of 
God. Sickness to death in the very prime of life (Hezekiah 
was then in the fortieth year of his age) appeared to the godly 
men of the Old Testament a sign of divine displeasure. Heze- 
kiah was therefore greatly agitated by this announcement, and 
sought for consolation and help in prayer. He turned his face 
to the wall, sc. of the room, not of the temple (Chald.). 2c. away 
from those who were standing round, to be able to pray more 
collectedly—vVer. 3. In his prayer he appealed to his walking 
before the Lord in truth and with a thoroughly devoted heart, 
and to his acting in a manner that was well-pleasing to God, in 
perfect accordance with the legal standpoint of the Old Testa- 
ment, which demanded of the godly righteousness of life accord- 
ing to the law. This did not imply by any means a self-righteous 
trust in his own virtue; for walking before God with a thoroughly 
devoted heart was impossible without faith, “ And Hezekiah 
wept violently,” not merely at the fact that he was to die with- 
out having an heir to the throne, since Manasseh was not born 
till three years afterwards (Joseph., Ephr. Syr., etc.), but also 
because he was to die in the very midst of his life, since God 
had promised long life to the righteous—Vers. 4 sqq. This 
prayer of the godly king was answered immediately. Isaiah 
kad not gone out of the midst of the city, when the word of 
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the Lord came to him to return to the king, and tell him that 
the Lord would cure him in three days and add fifteen years 
to his life, and that He would also deliver him from the power 
of the Assyrians and defend Jerusalem. 22°F YN, the middle 
city, ze. the central portion of the city, namely, the Zion city, 
in which the royal citadel stood. The Keri ‘Nit 4¥N, the central 
court, not of the temple, but of the royal citadel, which is 
adopted in all the ancient versions, is nothing more than an 
interpretation of the TY as denoting the royal castle, after the 
analogy of ch. x. 25. The distinct assurance added to the 
promise “I will heal thee,” viz. “ on the third day thou wilt 
go into the house of the Lord,” was intended as a pledge to the 
king of the promised cure. The announcement that God would 
add fifteen years to his life is not put into the prophet’s mouth 
ex eventu (Knobel and others); for the opinion that distinct 
statements as to time are at variance with the nature of pro- 
phecy is merely based upon an a priori denial of the super- 
natural character of prophecy. The words, “ and I will deliver 
thee out of the hand of the Assyrians,” imply most distinctly 
that the Assyrian had only occupied the land and threatened 
Jerusalem, and had not yet withdrawn. The explanation given 
by Vitringa and others, that the words contain simply a promise 
of deliverance out of the hand of the oppressor for the next 
fifteen years, puts a meaning into them which they do not con- 
tain, as is clearly shown by Isa. xxxvii. 20, where this thought 
is expressed in a totally different manner. ‘S! YT OY ‘Man; as 
in ch. xix. 34, where the prophet repeated this divine promise 
in consequence of the attempt of Sennacherib to get Jerusalem 
into his power—Ver. 7. Isaiah ordered a lump of figs to be 
laid upon the boil, and Hezekiah recovered (‘™: he revived 
again). It is of course assumed as self-evident, that Isaiah 
returned to the king in consequence of a divine revelation, and 
communicated to him the word of the Lord which he had 
received.’ O'R now 18 &@ Mass consisting of compressed figs, 

1 The account is still more abridged in the text of Isaiah. In ver. 4 the 
precise time of the prayer is omitted ; in ver. 5 the words, ‘‘ behold, I will 
cure thee, on the third day thou shalt go into the house of the Lord ;” and 
in ver. 6 the words, ‘‘ for mine own sake and my servant David's sake.” 
The four verses 8-11, which treat of the miraculous signs, are also very 
much contracted in Isaiah (vers. 7 and 8); and vers. 7 and 8 of our text are 


only given at the close of Hezekiah’s psalm of praise in that of Isaiah (vers. 
21 and 22). 
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which the ancients were in the habit of applying, according to 
many testimonies (see Celsii Hierob. ii. p. 373), in the case of 
plague-boils and abscesses of other kinds, because the fig dadope? 
ox«dnpias (Dioscor.) and wleera aperit (Plin.), and which is still 
used for softening ulcers. {N, an abscess, is never used in 
connection with plague or plague-boils, but only to denote the 
abscesses caused by leprosy (Job ii. 7, 8), and other abscesses 
of an inflammatory kind (Ex. ix. 9 sqq.). In the case of Heze- 
kiah it is probably a carbuncle that is intended. 

After the allusion to the cure and recovery of Hezekiah, we 
have an account in vers. 8 sqq. of the sign by which Isaiah 
confirmed the promise given to the king of the prolongation of 
his life. In the order of time the contents of ver. 7 follow 
ver. 11, since the prophet in all probability first of all disclosed 
the divine promise to the king, and then gave him the sign, and 
after that appointed the remedy and had it applied. At the 
same time, it is also quite possible that he first of all directed 
the lump of figs to be laid upon the boil, and then made known 
to him the divine promise, and guaranteed it by the sign. In 
this case ‘1 merely anticipates the order of events. The sign 
which Isaiah gave to the king, at his request, consisted in the 
miraculous movement of the shadow backward upon the sun- 
dial of Ahaz—Ver. 9. 5¥n 997: “the shadow is gone ten degrees, 
if it should go back ten degrees?” The rendering, wsne wmbram 
solarta decem gradibus progredt an... regredt, which Maurer 
still gives after the Vulgate, vis an ut ascendat ... an ut rever- 
tatur, cannot be grammatically reconciled with the perfect 720, 
and is merely a conjecture founded upon the answer of Heze- 
kiah’ According to this answer, “ it is easy for the shadow 
to decline (1.2. to go farther down) ten degrees; no (sc. that shall 
not be a sign to me), but if the shadow turn ten degrees back- 
ward,” Isaiah seems to have given the king a choice as to the 
sign, namely, whether the shadow should go ten degrees forward 
or backward. But this does not necessarily follow from the 
words quoted. Hezekiah may have understood the prophet’s 
words ‘12 5xn on hypothetically : “ has the shadow gone (ad- 
vanced) ten degrees, whether it should,” etc.; and may have 


1 Hitzig and Knobel would therefore read 3n, though without furnishing 


any proofs that the inf. abs. is used for the future in the first clause of a 
double question, especially if the m interrog. is wanting, and there is no 
special emphasis upon the verbal idea. 
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replied, the advance of the shadow would not be a sure sign to 
. hin, but only its going back—-vVer. 11. Isaiah then prayed to 
the Lord, and the Lord “turned back the shadow (caused it to go 
back) upon the sun-dial, where it had gone down, on the sun- 
dial of Ahaz, ten degrees backward.” x nibyo cannot be un- 
derstood, as it has been by the LXX., Joseph., Syr., as referring 
to a flight of steps at the palace of Ahaz, which was so arranged 
that the shadow of an object standing near indicated the hours, 
but is no doubt a gnomon, a sun-dial which Ahaz may have 
received from Babylonia, where sun-dials were discovered (Herod. 
ii. 109). Nothing further can be inferred from the words with 
regard to its construction, since the ancients had different kinds 
of sun-dials (cf. Martini Abhandlung von den Sonnenuhren der 
Alten, Lpz. 1777). The word nidyp, steps in the literal sense, 
is transferred to the scala, which the shadow had to traverse both 
up and down upon the disk of the sun-dial, and is used both 
to denote the separate degrees of this scala, and also for the 
sum-total of these scala, z.e. for the sun-dial itself, without there | 
being any necessity to assume that it was an obelisk-like pillar 
erected upon an elevated place with steps running round it 
(Knobel), or a long portable scale of twice ten steps with a 
gnomon (Gumpach, Alttestl. Studien, pp. 181 sqq.). All that 
follows from the descent of the shadow is that the dial of the 
gnomon was placed in a vertical direction ; and the fact that 
the shadow went ten degrees down or backward, simply pre- 
supposes that the gnomon had at least twenty degrees, and there- 
fore that the degrees indicated smaller portions of time than 
hours. If, then, it is stated in ver. 8d of Isaiah that the sun 
went back ten degrees, whereas the going back of the shadow 
had been previously mentioned in agreement with our text, it 
is self-evident that the sun stands for the shining of the sun 
which was visible upon the dial-plate, and which made the 
shadow recede. We are not, of course, to suppose that the sun 
in the sky and the shadow on the sun-dial went back at the 
same time, a3 Knobel assumes. So far as the miracle is con- 
cerned, the words of the text do not require that we should 
assume that the sun receded, or the rotation of the earth was 
reversed, aS Eph. Syr. and others supposed, but simply affirm 
that there was a miraculous movement backward of the shadow 
upon the dial, which might be accounted for from a miraculous 
refraction of the rays of the sun, effected by God at the 
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prophet’s prayer, of which slight analoga are met with in the 
ordinary course of nature.’ This miraculous sign was selected 
as a significant one in itself, to confirm the promise of a fresh 
extension of life which had been given to Hezekiah by the grace 
of God in opposition to the natural course of things. The 
retrograde movement of the shadow upon the sun-dial indicated 
that Hezekiah’s life, which had already arrived at its close by 
natural means, was to be put back by a miracle of divine omni- 
potence, so that it might continue for another series of years. 
Vers. 12-19. The Babylonian embassy, and Hezekiah’s im- 
prudence (cf. Isa. xxxix.).—vVer. 12. “ At that time Berodach 
Baladan, king of Babel, sent a letter and a present to Hezekiah, 
because he had heard that Hezekiah was sick.” By N30 nya 
the arrival of these ambassadors is merely assigned in the most 
general manner to the period following Hezekiah’s recovery. 
But from the object of their mission, it is evident that they did 
not arrive in Jerusalem till after the overthrow and departure 
of Sennacherib, and therefore at least half a year after Heze- 
kiah’s recovery. The ostensible reason given is, that Berodach 
Baladan had heard of Hezekiah’s illness, and therefore sent to 
congratulate him on his recovery; but in 2 Chron. xxxii. 31 the 
further reason is mentioned, that he wished to inquire concerning 
the miracle upon the sun-dial But, as Josephus has shown, the 
true object, no doubt, was to make sure of Hezekiah’s friendship 
in anticipation of his intended revolt from the Assyrian rule. 
Berodach Baladan, for Merodach Baladan (Isa.), with the labial | 
changed, is the same person as the Marodach Baladan who 
reigned in Babylon for six months, according to Alex. Polyhistor, 
or rather Berosus (Euseb. Chron. armen. i. pp. 42, 43), and was 
slain by Hiibus, and also the same as the Mardokempad who 
reigned, according to the Can. Piol., from 26 to 38 er. Nab., 
ae. from 721 to 709 Bc. The first part of the name, 7779, 
occurs in Jer. lL 2 in connection with Bel as the name of a 
Babylonian idol; and the whole name is found on a cylinder 


1 As, for example, the phenomenon quoted by several commentators, which 
was observed at Metz in Lothringen in the year 1703 by the prior of the 
convent there, P. Romuald, and other persons, viz. that the shadow of a sun- 
dial went back an hour and a half.—The natural explanation of the miracle 
which is given by Thenius, who attributes it to an eclipse of the sun, needs 
no refutation.—For the different opinions of the earlier theologians, see 
Carpzov, Apparat. crit. p. 351 sqq. 
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(in the British Museum) which contains the first expeditions 
of Sennacherib against Babylon and Media, and upon the in- 
scriptions at Khorsabad spelt either Merodak-pal-dsana (accord- 
ing to Brandis, Ueber der Gewinn, pp. 44 and 53) or Marduk bal 
. iddin (according to Oppert).' Instead of YoY ‘D2 we have youn 
in Isaiah, which is not so clear, though it is probably more 
original ; whereas the clause in Isaiah, PIn non ‘2d, “ that he had 
been sick and had become strengthened, 2.¢. well again,” is sumply 
an elucidation of the ¥?pIn Aon "D of our text, in which the 
recovery is implied in the pluperfect “ had been sick.”—In 
ver. 13 you" is apparently a copyist’s error for NO of Isaiah, 
which many of the codd. and ancient versions have even in our 
text. At the same time, the construction of OY with 5¥ is also 
found in ch. xxi. 1 3,—omdy, concerning them, 7.e. the ambas- 
sadors who had brought the letter and the present. In his 
delight at the honour paid to him by this embassy, Hezekiah 
showed the ambassadors all his treasure-house, the silver, and 
the gold, and the spices, and the costly oil, and all his arsenal, 
etc. The literal meaning of 752 3 is probably spice-house 
(Aquila, Symm., Vulg.), 12) being a contraction of MN3) in Gen. 
xxxvii, 25, whereas the derivation suggested from the Arabic 


ic : <., farsit, implevit locum, is much more wide of the mark. 
The house received its name from the spices for the storing of 
which it was really intended, although it was also used for the 
_ storing of silver and gold. if oY is not fine olive oil, but, 
according to the Rabbins and Movers (Phoniz. iii. p. 227), the 
valuable balsam oil which was obtained in the royal gardens; 
for olive oil, which was obtained in all Judea, was not stored 
in the treasure-chambers along with gold, silver, and perfumes, 
but in special storehouses (1 Chron. xxvii. 28). WAPwONP23, in 
all his dominion, ze. in all the district which he was able to 
govern or control——-The existence of such treasures, of which, 
according to ver. 17, the ancestors of Hezekiah had collected a 
very large store, at so short a period after the departure of the 
Assyrians, is not at variance with ch. xviii. 15, 16, according 


1 Compare M. v. Niebuhr, Gesch. Ass. p. 40; and with regard to the 
chronological differences, on account of which many have called in question 
‘the identity of Merodach Baladan either with the Marudach-Baladan of 
Berosus or with the Mardokempad of the Can. Ptol., see the Ciscussion of 
this point at pp. 75 sqq. 
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to which Hezekiah had sent to Sennacherib all the silver in his 
treasuries, and even the gold plate upon the temple doors. For, 
in the first place, it is not stated that there was much silver and 
gold in the treasure-house, but the silver and gold are simply 
mentioned along with the spices ; and, secondly, Hezekiah may 
have kept back from Sennacherib many a valuable piece of 
silver or gold, and have taken off the gold plate from the temple 
doors, to show the ambassadors of Sennacherib, who came to 
receive the money demanded as compensation, that he was not 
in a condition to give anything more. Moreover a great deal 
may have flowed into the treasuries since the payment of that 
tribute, partly from the presents which Hezekiah received from 
many quarters after the overthrow of Sennacherib (2 Chron. 
xxxii. 23), and partly from the booty that had been collected in 
the camp of the Assyrians after their hurried departure. And 
again, the treasures which the ancestors of Hezekiah had col- 
lected (ver. 17) may not have consisted of gold and silver 
exactly, but of different jewels and objects of art, which could 
not be applied to the payment of the tribute. demanded by 
Sennacherib. And, lastly, “ we must not overlook the fact, 
that it answered the purpose of the reporter to crowd together 
as much as possible, in order to show how anxious Hezekiah 
was to bring out and exhibit everything whatever that could 
contribute to the folly” (Drechsler). Hezekiah evidently wanted 
to show all his glory, because the arrival of the Babylonian — 
ambassadors had flattered his vanity. — Vers. 14 sqq. Isaiah 
therefore announced to him the word of the Lord, that all his 
treasures would one day be carried to Babel, and some even of 
his sons would serve as chamberlains in the palace of the king 
of Babel. The sin of vanity was to be punished by the carry- 
ing away of that of which his heart was proud. Isaiah did not 
go to Hezekiah by his own impulse, but by the direction of 
God. His inquiries: “ What have these men said, and whence 
do they come to thee ?” were simply intended to lead the king 
to give expression to the thoughts of his heart. In the answer, 
“ From a distant land have they come, from Babel,” his vanity 
at the great honour that had been paid him comes clearly to 
light.—Ver. 18. The words, “ of thy sons, which shall proceed 
from thee, which thou shalt beget,” do not necessarily refer to 
actual sons, but only to lineal descendants. The Chethib np, 
“ will one take,” is to be preferred to the 37 of Isaiah and the 
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Keri, as being the more difficult reading. 0°05, chamberlains, 
courtiers, not necessarily eunuchs, as in 1 Sam. viii 15, ete.— 
For the fulfilment of this threat see Dan. 1. 2 sqq.—Ver. 19. 
The first part of Hezekiah’s reply, “ Good is the word of Jehovah, 
which thou hast spoken,” is an expression of submission to the 
will of the Lord, like Eli’s answer in 1 Sam. 1. 18 (cf. 1 Kings 
ii, 38, 42) ;' the second part, which the repetition of 10%" shows 
to have been spoken after a pause, and which was not addressed 
directly to Isaiah, “Is it not so (te. is it not purely goodness), 
if there are to be peace and truth in my days (during my life) ?” 
is a candid acknowledgment of the grace and truth of the Lord” 
rion is used, as is frequently the case, in the senseof a lively 
affirmation. Instead of O& xidn we have in Isaiah ‘5, “ for there 
will be peace and truth,” by which this clause is attached more 
clearly to the first declaration as a reason for it: the word of 
the Lord is good, for the Lord proves His goodness and truth in 
the fact, that He will not inflict the merited punishment in my 
lifetime. “ Peace and truth” are connected as in Jer. xxxuil. 6. 
MOX does not mean continuance (Ges.), security (Knobel), but 
fides, faithfulness,—not human faithfulness, however, which pre- 
serves peace, and observes a tacit treaty (Hitzig), but the faith- 
fulness of God, which preserves the promised grace to the 
humble. 

Vers. 20 and 21. Close of Hezekiah’s reign.—On the basin 
(7372) and the aqueduct constructed by him, see at ch. xviii. 17. 


CHAP. XXI. REIGNS OF MANASSEH AND AMON. 


Vers. 1-18. Reign or MANASSEH (cf. 2 Chron. xxxili 1-20). 
—Ver. 1. Manasseh was twelve years old when he began to 
reign, so that he was not born till after Hezekiah’s dangerous 
illness (ch. xx. 1 sqq.).—Vers. 2 sqq. Having begun to reign at 
this early age, he did not choose his father’s ways, but set up the 
idolatry of his father Ahab again, since the godless party in the 


1 “ He calls that good in which it is right to acquiesce, as having proceeded 
from Him who does nothing but what is not only most just, but tempered 
with the greatest goodness, even when He inflicts punishment.”— CLERICUS. 

2 ‘* He raises the moderation of the divine decree, because when God, in 
accordance with His justice, might have brought this calamity upon him in 
his own person, for His mercy’s sake He was willing to spare him and to 
put off the evil to a future day.”— VITRINGA. 
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nation, at whose head chiefs, priests, and (false) prophets stood, 
and who would not hearken to the law of the Lord, and in the 
time of Hezekiah had sought help against Assyria not from 
Jehovah, but from the Egyptians (Isa. xxviii. 7, 14 sqq., xxx. 
9 sqq.), had obtained control of the young and inexperienced 
king, and had persuaded him to introduce idolatry again. On 
ver. 2 cf. ch. viii, 18 and xvii 3.—Ver. 3. ja" 3%, “he built 
again” the high places, which Hezekiah had destroyed (ch. xviii. 
4), erected altars for Baal and an Asherah, like Ahab of Israel 
(1 Kings xvi. 32, 33). 87 is the image of Asherah men- 
tioned in ver. 7, whereas in the Chronicles the thought is gene- 
ralized by the plurals proyad and ninwxn, To these two kinds of 
idolatry, the idolatrous bamoth and the (true) Baal- and Asherah- 
worship, Manasseh added as a third kind the worship of all the 
host of heaven, which had not occurred among the Israelites before 
the Assyrian era, and was probably of Assyrian or Chaldean 
origin. This worship differed from the Syrophcenician star- 
worship, in which sun and moon were worshipped under the 
names of Baal and Astarte as the bearers of the male and female 
powers of nature, and was pure star-worship, based upon the 
idea of the unchangeableness of the stars in contradistinction to 
the perishableness of everything earthly, according to which the 
stars were worshipped not merely as the originators of all rise 
and decay in nature, but also as the leaders and regulators of 
sublunary things (see Movers, Phéniz. i. pp.65 and 161). This 
star-worship was a later development of the primary star-worship 
of Ssabism, in which the stars were worshipped without any image, 
in the open air or upon the housetops, by simple contemplation, 
the oldest and comparatively the purest form of the deification 
of nature, to which the earlier Arabians and the worshippers 
of the sun among the Ssabians (Zabians) were addicted (cf. 
Delitzsch on Job xxxi. 26, 27), and which is mentioned and for- 
bidden in Deut. iv. 19 and xvii. 3. In this later form the sun 
had sacred chariots and horses as among the Persians (ch. xxiii. 
11), and incense was offered to the stars, with the face turned 
towards the east, upon altars which were built either upon 
housetops, as in the case of the Nabatzans (Strabo, xvi. 784), or 
within the limits of the temple in the two courts (cf. Ezek. viii 
16, also ch. xxi. 5, xxi. 12, and 2 Chron. xxxiii. 5, Jer. xix. 13, 
Zeph. i. 5). This burning of incense took place not merely to the 
sun and moon, but also to the signs of the zodiac and to all the 
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host of heaven, 2.¢. to all the stars (ch. xxiii. 5); by which we are no 
doubt to understand that the sun, moon, planets and other stars, 
were worshipped in conjunction with the zodiac, and with this 
were connected astrology, augury, and the casting of nativities, 
as in the case of the later so-called Chaldeans! This star-wor- 
ship is more minutely described in vers. 4 and 5. The two 
verses are closely connected. The Nha mR of ver. 4 is re 
sumed in ‘3t0 7% in ver. 5, and the ™ naa of ver. 4 is more 
minutely defined in the ‘" M2 niwyn ‘Awa of ver. 5. “In the 
two courts:” not merely in the outer court, but even in the 
court of the priests, which was set apart for the worship of 
Jehovah.—vVer. 6. He also offered his son in sacrifice to Moloch, 
like Ahaz (ch. xvi. 3), in the valley of Benhinnom (Chron. cf. 
ch. xxiii. 10), and practised soothsaying and witchcraft of 
every kind. On #3) 11 see Deut. xviii. 10 and Lev. xix. 26. 
aix nvy, he made, z.c. appointed, put into office, a “ necromancer 
and wise people” (cf. Lev. xix. 31 and Deut. xvii. 11).—Ver. 
7. Yea, he even placed the image of Asherah in the temple, 2z.e. 
in the Holy Place. In the description of his idolatry, which 
advances gradaium, this is introduced as the very worst crime. 
According to the express declaration of the Lord to David 
(2 Sam. vii. 13) and Solomon (1 Kings ix. 3 compared with 
ch. viii. 16), the temple was to serve as the dwelling-place of 
His name—vVer. 8. The word of the Lord, “I will no more 
make the foot of Israel to move out of the land which I gave to 
their fathers,” refers to the promise in 2 Sam. vii 10: “I will 
appoint my people a place, that they may dwell in a place of 
their own, and be stirred up no more,” which had been fulfilled 
by the building of the temple as the seat of the name of the 
Lord, in the manner indicated in pp. 85 sqq. The lasting ful- 
filment of this promise, however, was made to rest upon the con- 
dition of Israel’s faithful adherence to the commandments of God 
(cf. 1 Kings ix. 6 sqq.).—Ver. 9. This condition was not observed 

1 Movers (Phéniz. i. p. 65) correctly observes, that ‘ in all the books of the 
Old Testament which are written before the Assyrian period there is no trace 
of any (?) star-worship ; not that the Phoenician (Canaanitish) gods had not 
also a sidereal significance, but because this element was only a subordinate 
one, and the expressions, sun, moon, and stars, and all the host of heaven, 
which are not met with before, become for the first time common now,”— 
although his proofs of the difference between the Assyrian star-worship 


and the Phcenician and Babylonian image-worship stand greatly in need of 
critical sifting. 
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by the Israelites; Manasseh seduced them, so that they did more 
evil than the Canaanites, whom Jehovah had destroyed before 
them.—Vers. 10-15. The Lord therefore announced through the 
prophets, to the rebellious and idolatrous nation, the destruction 
of Jerusalem and the deliverance of Judah into the hands of its 
enemies; but, as is added in 2 Chron. xxxiii. 10, they paid no 
heed to them. The prophets who foretold this terrible judgment 
are not named. According to 2 Chron. xxxiii 18, their utter- 
ances were entered in the annals of the kings. Habakkuk was 
probably one of them, since he (Hab. i. 5) predicted the Chal- 
dsean judgment as a fact which excited astonishment and appeared 
incredible. The Amorites are mentioned in ver. 11 instar omnium 
as the supporters of the Canaanitish ungodliness, as in 1 Kings 
xxi. 26, ete—The phrase, “ that whosoever heareth it, both his 
ears may tingle,” denotes such a judgment as has never been 
heard of before, and excites alarm and horror (cf. 1 Sam. iii. 11 
and Jer. xix. 3). The Keri *Yov is a correction, to bring the pro- 
nom. suff. into conformity with the noun 73" so far as the gender 
is concerned, whereas in the Chethib "YoU the masculine suffix 
is used in the place of the feminine, as is frequently the case. 
—Ver. 13. “I stretch over Jerusalem the measure of Samaria, 
and the plummet of the house of Ahab.* The measure (1?) and — 
the plummet (ppv, lit. a level) were applied to what was 
being built (Zech. i 16), and also to what was being made level 
with the ground, «¢. completely thrown down (Amos vii. 7). 
From this sprang the figurative expressions, measure of desola- 
tion and plummet of devastation (Isa. xxxiv. 11).—The measure 
of Samaria therefore denotes the measure which was applied to 
the destruction of Samaria, and the plummet of the house of 
Ahab denotes the extermination of the royal house of Ahab. 
The meaning is: I shall destroy Jerusalem as I have destroyed 
Samaria, and exterminate its inhabitants like the house of Ahab. 
In the second hemistich the same thing is expressed, if possible, 
still more strongly: “I wipe away Jerusalem as one wipes the 
dish, and (having) wiped (it), turns it upon its upper side (3B).” 
The wiping of a dish that has been used, and the turning over 
of the dish wiped, so as not to leave a single drop in it, are a 
figurative representation of the complete destruction of Jerusalem 
and the utter extermination of its inhabitants—Ver. 14. With 
the destruction of Jerusalem the Lord forsakes the people of His. 
possession, and gives it up to its enemies for a prey and spoil. 
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non) nN’: Judah is called the remnant of the people of God's 
inheritance with a reference to the rejection and leading away 
of the ten tribes, which have already taken place. On "DUm 13 
see Isa. xlii. 22, Jer. xxx, 16. 

To this announcement of the judgment there is appended in 
2 Chron. xxxili. 11 sqq. the statement, that Jehovah caused 
Manasseh the king to be taken prisoner by the generals of the 
king of Assyria and led away to Babylon in chains; and that 
when he humbled himself before God there, and made supplica- 
tion to Him, He brought him back to Jerusalem and placed him 
upon his throne again; whereupon Manasseh fortified the walls 
of Jerusalem still further, placed garrisons in the fortified cities, 
removed the idol from the temple, abolished from the city the 
idolatrous altars erected in Jerusalem and wpon the temple- 
mountain, restored the altar of Jehovah, and commanded the 
people to offer sacrifice upon it.—This incident is omitted in our 
book, because the conversion of Manasseh was not followed by 
any lasting results so far as the kingdom was concerned ; the 
abolition of outward idolatry in Jerusalem did not lead to the 
conversion of the people, and after the death of Manasseh even 
the idolatrous abominations that had been abolished were restored 
by Amon.’—Ver. 16. Manasseh also sinned grievously by shed- 
ding innocent blood till Jerusalem was quite filled with it. 
nep np, from one edge to the other, see at ch.x. 21. This state- 
ment has been paraphrased by Josephus thus (Ant. x. 3, 1): 
Manasseh slew mavras ouds Tovs Sixalous Tovs év Trois ‘EBpaiocs, 
and did not spare even the prophets, with the additional clause, 
which exaggerates the thing: «al tovrwy Sé twas nal’ 7pépav 
arécdake, dote alpare peioOar ta ‘Iepocodupa.’—Vers. 17, 18. 
Manasseh was buried “ in the garden of his house, in the garden 
of Uzza.” “His house” cannot be the royal palace -built by 
Solomon, because the garden is also called the garden of Uzza, 


1 The historical, truth of these accounts, which Rosenmiiller, Winer, and 
Hitzig called in question after the example of Gramberg, has been defended 
by Ewald, Bertheau, and even by Thenius; and the latest attack which has 
been made upon it by Graf in the theol. Studien u. Krit. 1859, iii., has been 
met by E. Gerlach in the same magazine of 1861. For further remarks see 
the Commentary on the Chronicles. 

2 The widespread Jewish and Christian legend, that Manasseh put to death 
the prophet Isaiah, and indeed had him sawn in sunder, to which there is an 
allusion in Heb. xi. 37, also belongs here. (See Delitzsch, Comm. on Isaiah, 
p. 5.) 
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evidently from the name of its former possessor. “ His house” 
must therefore have been a summer palace belonging to Ma- 
nasseh, the situation of which, however, it is impossible to deter- 
mine more precisely, The arguments adduced by Thenius in 
support of the view that it was situated upon Ophel, opposite to 
Zion, are perfectly untenable. Robinson (Pal. i. p. 394) conjec- 
tures that the garden of Uzza was upon Zion. The name SW 
(Y) occurs again in 2 Sam. vi. 8, 1 Chron. viii. 7, Ezra ii. 49, 
and Neh. vi. 51. 


Vers. 19-26. Reign or Amon (cf. 2 Chron. xxxili. 21-25). 
—Amon reigned only two years, and that in the spirit of his 
father, that is to say, worshipping all his idols. The city 
of Jotbah, from which his mother sprang, was, according to 
Jerome (in the Onom. s. v. Jethaba), urbs antiqua Judee ; but 
it is not further known.—vVers. 23, 24. His servants con- 
spired against him and slew him in his palace; whereupon the 
people of the land, ze. the population of Judah (8? OY= 
imam DY, 2 Chron. xxvi 1), put the conspirators to death and 
made Josiah the son of Amon king, when he was only eight 
years old.—vVer. 26. Amon was buried “in his grave in the 
garden of Uzza,” ae. in the grave which he had had made in the 
garden of Uzza by the side of his father’s grave. He had pro- 
bably resided in this palace of his father. 13?', one buried him. 


CHAP. XXII. 1—-XXIII. 80. REIGN OF KING JOSIAH. 


After a brief account of the length and spirit of the reign 
of the pious Josiah (vers. 1 and 2), we have a closely con- 
nected narrative, in ver. 3—xxiii. 24, of what he did for the 
restoration of the true worship of Jehovah and the extermina- 
tion of idolatry; and the whole of the reform effected by him 
is placed in the eighteenth year of his reign, because it was in 
this year that the book of the law was discovered, through 
which the reformation of worship was carried to completion. 
It is evident that it was the historian’s intention to combine 
together everything that Josiah did to this end, so as to form 
one grand picture, from the circumstance that he has not 
merely placed the chronological datum, “it came to pass in the 
eighteenth year of king Josiah,” at the beginning, but has 
repeated it at the close (ch. xxiii 23). If we run over the 
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several facts which are brought before us in this section—the 
repairing of the temple (ch. xxii. 3—7); the discovery of the 
book of the law; the reading of the book to the king; the inquiry 
made of the prophetess Huldah, and her prophecy (vers. 8-20); 
the reading of the law to the assembled people in the temple, 
with the renewal of the covenant (ch. xxii. 1-3); the eradica- 
tion of idolatry not only from Jerusalem and Judah, but from 
Bethel also, and all the cities of Samaria (vers. 4-20); and, 
lastly, the passover (vers. 21-23),—there is hardly any need to 
remark, that all this cannot have taken place in the one eigh- 
teenth year of his reign, even if, with Usher (Annales ad a.m. 
3381), we were to place the solemn passover at the close of the 
eighteenth year of Josiah’s reign, which is hardly suitable, and 
by no means follows from the circumstance that the chrono- 
logical datum, “in the eighteenth year,” stands at the com- 
mencement of the complete account of the reform of worship 
introduced by that king. For we may clearly infer that the 
several details of this account are not arranged chronologically, 
but according to the subject-matter, and that the historian has 
embraced the efforts of Josiah to restore the legal worship of 
Jehovah, which spread over several years, under the one point 
of view of a discovery of the law, and therefore within the 
eighteenth year of his reign, from the fact that he introduces 
the account of the repairing of the temple (ch. xxii. 3-7) in a 
period by itself, and makes it subordinate to the account of the 
discovery of the book of the law, and indeed only mentions it 
in a general manner, because -it led to the finding of the book 
of the law. It is true that the other facts are attached to 
one another in the narrative by Vav consec.; but, on a closer 
inspection of the several details, there cannot be any doubt 
whatever that the intention is not to arrange them in their 
chronological order. The repairing of the temple must have 
commenced before the eighteenth year of Josiah’s reign, inas- 
much as in that year, in which the incident occurred which led 
to the discovery of the book of the law (ch. xxii 3—7), not 
only were the builders occupied with the repairs of the temple, 
but money had been brought by all the people to the house of 
God to carry on this work, and had been collected by the 
Levites who kept the door. Moreover, from the very nature of 
the, case, we cannot conceive of the restoration of the temple, 
that had fallen to decay, without the removal of the idolatrous 
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abominations found in the temple. And the assumption is an 
equally inconceivable one, that all the people entered into cove- 
mant with the Lord (ch. xxii. 3), before any commencement 
had been made towards the abolition of the prevailing idolatry, 
or that the pious king had the book of the law read in the 
temple and entered into covenant with the Lord, so long as the 
Ashera was standing in the temple and the idolatrous altars 
erected by Manasseh in the courts, together with the horses 
and chariots dedicated to the sun. If the conclusion of 
covenant in consequence of the public reading of the book 
of the law was to be an act in accordance with the law, the 
public memorials of idolatry must be destroyed at all events 
in the neighbourhood of the temple. And is it likely that 
the king, who had been so deeply moved by the curses of 
the law, would have undertaken so solemn a transaction in 
sight of the idolatrous altars and other abominations of idolatry 
in the house of Jehovah, and not rather have seen that this 
would be only a daring insult to Jehovah? These reasons are 
quite sufficient to prove that the extermination of idolatry had 
commenced before the eighteenth year of Josiah’s reign, and 
had simply been carried out with greater zeal throughout the 
whole kingdom after the discovery of the book of the law. 

This view of our account is simply confirmed by a compari- 
son with the parallel history in 2 Chron. xxxiv. and xxxv. 
According to 2 Chron. xxxiv. 3 sqq., Josiah began to seek the 
God of his father David in the eighth year of his reign, when 
he was still a youth, that is to say, not more than sixteen years 
old, and in the twelfth year of his reign began to purify Judah 
and Jerusalem from idolatry ; and, according to vers. 8 sqq., in 
the eighteenth year of his reign, at the purification of the land 
and temple, and the renovation of the temple, the book of the 
law was found by the high priest, and handed over to the king 
and read before him (vers. 8-28), after which the renewal of 
the covenant took place, and all the abominations of idolatry 
that still remained in the land were swept away (vers. 29-33), 
and, lastly, a solemn passover was celebrated, of which we 
have an elaborate account im ch. xxxv. 1-19. Consequently 
the account given in the Chronicles is, on the whole, arranged 
with greater chronological precision, although even there, after 
the commencement of the extermination of idolatry has been 
mentioned, we have a brief and comprehensive statement of all 
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that. Josiah did to accomplish that result ; so that after the re- 
newal of the covenant (ch. xxxiv. 33) we have nothing more 
than a passing allusion, by way of summary, to the complete 
abolition of the abominations of idolatry throughout the whole 
land. 

Vers. 1 and 2. Length and spirit of Josiah’s reign. J osiah 
(for the name, see at 1 Kings xiii. 2), like Hezekiah, trode once 
more in the footsteps of his pious forefather David, adhering 
with the greatest constancy to the law of the Lord. He reigned 
thirty-one years. As a child he had probably received a pious 
training from his mother; and when he had ascended the throne, 
after the early death of his godless father, he was under the 
guidance of pious men who were faithfully devoted to the law 
of the Lord, and who turned his heart to the God of their fathers, 
as was the case with Joash in ch. xii 3, although there is no 
allusion to guardianship. His mother Jedidah, the daughter of 
Adaiah, was of Boscath, a city in the plain of Judah, of which 
nothing further is known (see at Josh. xv. 39). The descrip- 
tion of his character, “ he turned not aside to the right hand 
and to the left,” sc. from that which was right in the eyes of 
the Lord, is based upon Deut. v. 29, xvi. 11, 20, and xxvii. 
14, and expresses an unwavering adherence to the law of the 
Lord. 

Vers. 3-8. Repairing of the temple, and discovery of the book 
of the law (cf. 2 Chron. xxxiv. 8—18).—When Josiah sent 
Shaphan the secretary of state (755D, see at 2 Sam. viii. 17) inta 
the temple, in the eighteenth year of his reign, with instructions 
to Hilkiah the high priest to pay to the builders the money which 
had been collected from the people for repairing the temple by 
the Levites who kept the door, Hilkiah said to Shaphan, “I have 
found the book of the law.” Vers. 3-8 form a long period. 
The apodosis to ‘\) 4, “it came to pass in the eighteenth year 
of king Josiah—the king had sent Shaphan,” etc., does not 
follow till ver. 8: “that Hilkiah said,” etc. The principal fact 
which the historian wished to relate, was the discovery of the 
book of the law; and the repairing of the temple is simply 
mentioned because it was when Shaphan was sent to Hilkiah 
about the payment of the money to the builders that the high 
priest informed the king’s secretary of state of the discovery of 
the book of the law in the temple, and handed it over to him 
to take to the king. 4301 N2¥, in ver. 3, forms the commencement 
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to the minor clauses inserted within the principal clause, and 
subordinate to it: “ the king had sent Shaphan,” etc. Accord- 
ing to 2 Chron. xxxiv. 8, the king had deputed not only Shaphan 
the state-secretary, but also Maaseiah the governor of the city 
and Joach the chancellor, because the repairing of the temple 
was not a private affair of the king and the high priest, but con- 
cerned the city generally, and indeed the whole kingdom. In 
vers. 4, 5 there follows the charge given by the king to Shaphan: 
“ Go up to Hilkiah the high priest, that he may make up the 
money, ... and hand it over to the workmen appointed over the 
house of Jehovah,” etc. OF‘, from DOA, Hiphil, signifies to finish 
or set right, ze. not pay out (Ges., Dietr.), but make it up for 
the purpose of paying out, namely, collect it from the door- 
keepers, count it, and bind it up in bags (see ch. xii. 11), OF 
is therefore quite appropriate here, and there is no alteration of 
the text required. The door-keepers had probably put the money 
in a chest placed at the entrance, as was the case at the repalr- 
ing of the temple in the time of Joash (ch. xii. 10). In ver. 5 
the Kerz 412M is a bad alteration of the Chethib 72M, “ and give 
(it) into the hand,” which is perfectly correct. noxdan ‘wy might 
denote both the masters and the workmen (builders), and is 
therefore defined more precisely first of all by M33 DMPAST, 
“who had the oversight at the house of Jehovah,” «.e. the masters 
or inspectors of the building, and secondly by o maa Wk, who 
were (occupied) at the house of Jehovah, whilst in the Chronicles 
it is explained by ‘3 Dy WW. The Keri '™ 13 is an altera- 
tion after ver. 9, whereas the combination M32 O1P59 is justified 
by the construction of "P5iI c. acc. pers. and 3 ret in Jer. xl. 5. 
The masters are the subject to YM"; they were to pay the money 
as it was wanted, either to the workmen, or for the purchase of 
materials for repairing the dilapidations, as is more precisely 
defined in ver. 6. Compare ch. xii. 12, 13; and for ver. 7 
compare ch. xii. 16. The names of the masters or inspectors are 
given in 2 Chron. xxxiv. 12.—The execution of the king's com- 
mand is not specially mentioned, that the parenthesis may not 
be spun out any further—Ver. 8. Hilkiah the high priest (cf. 
1 Chron. v. 39) said, “I have found the book of the law in the 
house of Jehovah.” in 18D, the book of the law (not a law- 
book or a roll of laws), cannot medn anything else, either gram- 
matically or historically, than the Mosaic book of the law (the 
Pentateuch), which is so designated, as is generally admitted, 
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in the Chronicles, and the books of Ezra and Nehemiah! The 
finding of the book of the law in the temple presupposes that 
the copy deposited there had come to light. But it by no means 
follows from this, that before its discovery there were no copies 
in the hands of the priests and prophets. The book of the law 
that was found was simply the temple copy,’ deposited, accord- 
ing to Deut. xxxi. 26, by the side of the ark of the covenant, 
which had been lost under the idolatrous kings Manasseh and 
Amon, and came to light again now that the temple was being 
repaired. We cannot learn, either from the account before us, 
or from the words of the Chronicles (ch. xxxiv. 14), “ when they 
were taking out the money brought into the house of Jehovah, 
Hilkiah found the book of the law of the Lord,” in what part 
of the temple it had hitherto lain ; and this is of no importance 
so far as the principal object of the history is concerned. Even 
the words of the Chronicles simply point out. the occasion on 
which the book was discovered, and do not affirm that it had 


1 Thenius has correctly observed, that ‘‘ the expression shows very clearly, 
that the allusion is to something already known, not to anything that had 
come to light for the first time ;” but he is greatly mistaken when, notwith- 
standing this, he supposes that what we are to understand by this is merely. 
a collection of the commandments and ordinances of Moses, which had been 
worked up in the Pentateuch, and more especially in Deuteronomy. For 
there is not the smallest proof whatever that any such collection of com- 
mandments and ordinances of Moses, or, as Bertheau supposes, the collection of 
Mosaic law contained in the three middle books of the Pentateuch, or Deute- 
ronomy ch. i.—xxviii. (according to Vaihinger, Reuss, and others), was ever 
called AMINA “HD, or that any such portions had had an independent exist- 
ence, and had been deposited in the temple. These hypotheses are simply 
bound up with the attacks made upon the Mosaic authorship of the Penta- 
teuch, and ought to be given up, since De Wette, the great leader of the 
attack upon the genuineness of the Pentateuch, in § 162a of the later 
editions of his Introduction to the Old Testament, admits that the account 
before us contains the first certain trace of the existence of our present Pen- 
tateuch. The only loophole left to modern criticism, therefore, is that Hilkiah 
forged the book of the law discovered by him under the name of Moses,—a 
conclusion which can only be arrived at by distorting the words of the text in 
the most arbitrary manner, turning ‘‘ find” into ‘‘ forge,” but which is obliged 
either to ignore or forcibly to set aside all the historical evidence of the pre- 
Vious existence of the whole of the Pentateuch, including Deuteronomy. 

' 2 Whether the original written by Moses’ own hand, as Grotius inferred 
from the wp ‘I'3 of the Chronicles, or a later copy of this, is a very super- 
fluous question ; for, as Hiivernick says, ‘‘ even in the latter case it was to be 
regarded just in the same light as the autograph, having just the same 
claims, since the temple repaired by Josiah was the temple of Solomon still.” 
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been lying in one of the treasure-chambers of the temple, as 
Josephus says. The expression WNP" does not imply that 
Shaphan read the whole book through immediately. 

Vers. 9-14. The reading of the book of the law to the king, 
and the inquiry made of the prophetess Huldah concerning ut.— 
Vers. 9,10. When Shaphan informed the king of the execution 
of his command, he also told him that Hilkiah had given him a 
book, and read it to the king. 133 2'W4, to bring an answer, 
to give a report as. to a commission that has been received. 
'n7, they poured out the money, 7.e. out of the chest in which 
it was collected, into bags, WNP", “ he read it to the king,” 
is simplified in the Chronicles (ver. 18) by 13 81)’, “he read 
therein.” That ip’ does not signify that the whole was read, 
is evident from a comparison of ch. xxii. 2, where the reading 
of the whole is expressed by ‘D “1372. Which passages or 
sections Shaphan read by himself (ver. 8), and which he read to 
the king, it is impossible to determine exactly. To the king 
he most likely read, among other things, the threats and curses 
of the law against. those who transgressed it (Deut. xxviii.), and 
possibly also Lev. xxvi, because the reading made such an im- 
pression upon him, that in his anguish of soul he rent his clothes. 
Nor is it possible to decide anything with certainty, as to whether 
the king had hitherto been altogether unacquainted with the 
book of the law, and had merely a traditional knowledge of the 
law itself, or whether he had already had a copy of the law, but 
had not yet read it through, or had not read it with proper atten- 
tion, which accounted for the passages that were read to him 
now making soedeep and alarming an impression upon him. 
It is a well-known experience, that even books which have 
been read may, under peculiar circumstances, produce an im- 
pression such as has not been made before. But in all proba- 
bility Josiah had not had in his possession any copy of the law, 
or even read it till now; although the thorough acquaintance 
with the law, which all the prophets display, places the exist- 
ence of the Pentateuch in prophetical circles beyond the reach of 
doubt.—vVer. 11. In his alarm at the words of the book of the law 
that had been read to him, Josiah rent his clothes, and sent a de- 
putation to the prophetess Huldah, to make inquiry of Jehovah 
through her concerning the things which he had heard from the 
law. The deputation consisted of the high priest Hilkiah, Ahi- 
kam the supporter of Jeremiah (Jer. xxvi. 24) and the father of 
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Gedaliah the governor (ch. xxv. 22; Jer. xxxix. 14, etc.), Achbor 
the son of Michaiah, Shaphan the state-secretary (ver. 3), and 
Asahiah the servant (ze. an officer) of the king.—Ver. 13. 
From the commission, “ Inquire ye of Jehovah for me and for 
the people and for all Judah (ze. the whole kingdom) concerning 
the words of this book of the law that has been found, for great 
is the wrath of the Lord which has been kindled against us, 
because our fathers have not heard ...,”’ we may infer that the 
curses of the law upon the despisers of the commandments of 
God in Lev. xxvi., Deut. xxviii, and other passages, had been 
read to the king. ‘NX W" means to inquire the will of the 
Lord, what He has determined concerning the king, his people, 
and the kingdom. )y yow signifies here to hearken to anything, . 
to observe it, for which 2% is used elsewhere. 95Y 32ND, to pre- 
scribe for performance. ‘29, “ prescribed for ws,” is quite appro- 
priate, since the law was not only given to the fathers to obey, 
but also to the existing generation,—a fact which Thenius has 
overlooked with his conjecture YY, To render the king’s alarm 
and his fear of severe judgments from God intelligible, there is 
no need for the far-fetched and extremely precarious hypothesis, - 
that just at that time the Scythians had invaded and devastated 
the land—Ver. 14. Nothing further is known of the prophetess 
Huldah than what is mentioned here. All that we can infer 
from the fact that the king sent to her is, that she was highly 
distinguished on account of her prophetical gifts, and that none 
of the prophets of renown, such as Jeremiah and Zephaniah, 
were at that time in Jerusalem. MHer father Shallum was 
keeper of the clothes, 2.e. superintendent over either the priests’ 
dresses that were kept in the temple (according to the Rabbins 
and Wits. de proph. in his Miscell. ss. i. p. 356, ed. 3), or the 
king’s wardrobe. The names of his ancestors MPA and oMmn 
are written NPA and M0N in the Chronicles. Huldah lived at 
Jerusalem 23, “ in the second part” or district of the city, 
ae. in the lower city, upon the hill “Axpa (Rob. Pal. i p. 391), 
which is called 72¥27 in Zeph. i. 10, and 72¥6 VY in Neh. xi 
9, and dAAn aod in Joseph. Ant. xv. 11, 5. 

Vers. 15-20. The reply of Huldah the prophetess—Huldah 
confirmed the fear expressed by Josiah, that the wrath of the 
Lord was kindled against Jerusalem and its inhabitants on 
account of their idolatry, and proclaimed first of all (vers. 16, 17), 
that the Lord would bring upon Jerusalem and its inhabitants 
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all the punishments with which the rebellious and idolaters are 
threatened in the book of the law; and secondly (vers. 18-20), 
to the king himself, that on account of his sincere repentance 
and humiliation in the sight of God, he would not live to see 
the predicted calamities, but would be gathered to his fathers 
in peace. The first part of her announcement applies “to the 
man who has sent you to me” (ver. 15), the second “to the 
king of Judah, who has sent to inquire of the Lord” (ver. 18). 
“The man” who had sent to her was indeed also the king; but 
Huldah intentionally made use of the general expression “ the 
man,” etc., to indicate’ that the word announced to him applied 
not merely to the king, but to every one who would hearken 
to the word, whereas the second portion of her reply had refer- 
ence to the king alone. 3 DIpen, in vers. 16,19, and 20, 
is Jerusalem as the capital of the kingdom. In ver. 16, "37793 
"D7 is an explanatory apposition to 19. Ver. 17. “ With 
all the work of their hands,” 2.e. with the idols which they 
have made for themselves (cf. 1 Kings xvi. 7). The last clause 
in ver. 18, “the words which thou hast heard,” is not to be con- 
nected with the preceding one, “thus saith the Lord,” and by or 
0 to be supplied ; but it belongs to the following sentence, and 
is placed at the head absolutely: as for the words, which thou 
hast heard—because thy heart has become soft, z¢. in de- 
spair at the punishment with which the sinners are threatened 
(cf. Deut. xx. 3; Isa. vii 4), and thou hast humbled thyself, 
when thou didst hear, etc.; therefore, behold, I will gather thee 
to thy fathers, etc. mayo nivne, “that they (the city and inha- 
bitants) may become a desolation and curse.” These words, 
which are often used by the prophets, but which are not found 
connected like this except in Jer. xliv. 22, rest upon Lev. xxvi. 
and Deut. xxviii, and show that these passages had been read 
to the king out of the book of the law.—Ver. 20. To gather to 
his fathers means merely to let him die, and is generally 
applied to a peaceful death upon a sick-bed, like the synony- 
mous phrase, to lie with one’s fathers; but it is also applied to 
a violent death by being slain in battle (1 Kings xxii. 40 and 
34), so that there is no difficulty in reconciling this comforting 
assurance with the slaying of Josiah in battle (ch. xxiii 29). 
pidwa, in peace, ie. without living to witness the devastation of 
Jerusalem, as is evident from the words, “ thine eyes will not 
see,” etc. 
2H 


e 
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Ch. xxiii. 1-30. Instead of resting content with the fact 
that he was promised deliverance from the approaching judg- 
ment, Josiah did everything that was in his power to lead the 
whole nation to true conversion to the Lord, and thereby avert 
as far as possible the threatened curse of rejection, since the 
Lord in His word had promised forgiveness and mercy to the 
penitent. He therefore gathered together the elders of the 
nation, and went with them, with the priests and prophets and 
the assembled people, into the temple, and there had the book 
of the law read to those who were assembled, and concluded a 
covenant with the Lord, into which the people also entered. 
After this he had all the remnants of idolatry eradicated, not 
only in Jerusalem and Judah, but also in Bethel and the other 
cities of Samaria, and directed the people to strengthen them- 
selves in their covenant fidelity towards the Lord by the celebra- 
tion of a solemn passover.—Vers. 1—3. Reading of the law in the 
temple, and renewal of the covenant (cf. 2 Chron. xxxiv. 29-32). 
Beside the priests, Josiah also gathered together the prophets, 
including perhaps Jeremiah and Zedekiah, that he might carry 
out the solemn conclusion of the covenant with their co-opera- 
tion, and, as is evident from Jer. i—xi, that they might then 
undertake the task, by their impressive preaching in Jerusalem 
and the cities of Judah, of making the people conscious of the 
earnestness of the covenant duties which they had so recently 
undertaken (see Oehler in Herzog’s Cycl.). Instead of the 
prophets, the Levites are mentioned in the Chronicles, probably 
only because the\Levites are mentioned along with the priests 
in other cases of a similar kind. &P%, he read, ze. had it read ; 
for the duty of reading the law in the temple devolved upon 
the priests as the keepers of the law (Deut. xxxi 9 sqq.).— 
Ver. 3. The king stood ROY? °Y, as in ch. xi. 14. For ‘1 nao" 
see ch. xi. 17. noo, ze. he bound himself solemnly to walk after 
the Lord, that is to say, in his walk to follow the Lord and keep 
His commandments (see at 1 Kings ii. 3).—23 . . . ‘Toys, 
all the people entered into the covenant (Luther and others) ; 
not yerstitit, stood firm, continued:in the covenant (Maurer, 
Ges.), which would be at variance with Jer. xi 9,10, xxv. 3 
sqq., and other utterances of the prophets. 

Vers. 4-20. The eradication of idolatry—According to 
2 Chron. xxxiv. 3~7, this had already begun, and was simply 
continued and carried to completion after the renewal of the 
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covenant. — Vers. 4-14. Jn Jerusalem and Judah. Ver. 4. 
The king commanded the high priest and the other priests, and 
the Levites who kept the door, to remove from the temple 
everything that had been made for Baal and Asherah, and to 
burn it in the valley of Kidron, 3¥7 "205, sacerdotes secundt 
ordinis (Vulg., Luth., etc.), are the common priests as distin- 
guished from “783 #20, the high priest. The Rabbins are 
wrong in their explanation vicariit swmmi sacerdotis, according 
to which Thenius would alter the text and read {75 for ‘3n3, 
ADI “Ie, the keepers of the threshold, are the Levites whose 
duty it was to watch the temple, as in ch. xxii. 4 (cf. 1 Chron. 
xxii 5). pp2in-a (alles Zeug, Luth.), 2. all the apparatus, con- 
sisting of altars, idols, and other things, that had been provided 
for the worship of Baal and Astarte. Josiah had these things 
burned, according to the law in Deut. vii. 25, and that outside 
Jerusalem in the fields of the Kidron valley. The fit1p ninw 
(fields of Kidron) are probably to be sought for to the north-east 
of Jerusalem, where the Kidron valley is broader than between 
the city and the Mount of Olives, and spreads out into a basin of 
considerable size, which is now cultivated and contains planta- 
tions of olive and other fruit-trees (Rob. Pal.i p. 405). “And 
he had their dust carried to Bethel,” 7.e the ashes of the wooden 
objects which were burned, and the dust of those of stone and 
metal which were ground to powder, to defile the idolatrous 
place of worship at Bethel as the chief seat of idolatry and false 
worship.—Ver. 5. “ He abolished the high priests.” O93 are 
also mentioned in Hos. x. 5 and Zeph. i. 4: they were not 
idolatrous priests or prophets of Baal, but priests whom the kings 
of Judah had appointed to offer incense upon the altars of the . 
high places ; for they are distinguished from the idolatrous priests, 
or those who burnt incense to Baal, the sun, etc In Hos. x. 5 
the priests appointed in connection with the golden calf at 
Bethel are called oyD3; and in Zeph. i. 4 the pe are not 
exclusively idolatrous priests, but such as did service sometimes 
for Jehovah, who had been degraded into a Baal, and sometimes 
to actual idols, Now as D'375 who burnt incense upon high places 
are also mentioned in ver. 8, we must understand by the o%»> 
non-Levitical priests, and by the p93 in ver. 8 Levitical priests 
who were devoted to the worship on the high places. The 
primary signification of "05 is disputed. In Syriac the word 
signifies the priest, in Hebrew spurious priests, probably. from 
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"3 in the sense of to bring together, or complete, as the per- 
formers of sacrifice, like dwy, the sacrificer (Dietr.) ; whereas 


the connection suggested by Hitzig (on Zeph.) with p=: to be 


unbelieving, in the opposite sense of the religious, is very far- 
fetched, and does not answer either to the Hebrew or the Syriac 
use of the word.' The singular 7" is striking, inasmuch as if 
the imperf.c. Vav rel. were a continuation of YM), we should 
expect the plural, “and who had burnt incense,”.as it is given 
in the Chaldee. The LXX., Vulg., and Syr. have rendered "972, 
from which 1p" has probably arisen by a mistake in copying. 
In the following clause, “and those who had burnt incense ta 
Baal, to the sun and to the moon,” etc., Baal is mentioned as the 
deity worshipped in the sun, the moon, and the stars (see at 
ch. xxi. 3). nino, synonymous with nino in Job xxxviii. 32, 
does not mean the twenty-eight nazatra, or Indian stations of 
the moon,’ but the twelve signs or constellations of the zodiac, 
which were regarded by the Arabs as mendzil, 1.e. station-houses, 
in which the sun took up its abode in succession when describ- 
ing the circuit of the year (cf. Ges. Zhes. p. 869, and Delitzsch 
on Job xxxviii, 32).—Ver. 6. The image of Asherah (MY — 
‘Nn DDB, ch. xxi. 3, 7), which Manasseh placed in the temple and 
then removed after his return from Babylon (2 Chron. xxxiii 
15), but which Amon had replaced, Josiah ordered to be burned 
and ground to powder in the valley of Kidron, and the dust to 
be thrown upon the graves of the common people. >, from 
PP, to make fine, to crush, refers to the metal covering of the 
image (see at Ex. xxxii 10). Asa had already had an idol 
burned in the Kidron valley (1 Kings xv. 13), and Hezekiah 
had ordered the idolatrous abominations to be taken out of the 
city and carried thither (2 Chron. xxix. 16); so that the valley 
had already been defiled. There was a burial-place there for 
Dyn 23, 2e. the common people (cf. Jer. xxvi. 23), who had no 
‘graves of their own, just as at the present day the burial-ground 

1 In any case the derivation from 45, to be black (Ges. Thes. p. 693), and 
the explanation given by Fiirst from vi occultandi magicasque, h. e. arcanas et 
reconditas artes exercendi, and others given in Iken’s Dissertatt. theol. pkilol. 
i. diss. 12, are quite untenable. 

2 According to A. Weber, Die vedischen Nachrichten von den nazatra, in 
the Abhandlungen der Berl. Acad. d. Wiss. 1860 and 1861. Compare, on the 


other hand, Steinschneider, Hebr. Bibliographie, 1861, No. 22, pp. 93, 94; 
his article in the Deutsch. morgld. Zeitschrift, 1864, p. 118 saq. 
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of the Jews there lies to the north of Kefr Silwén. Josiah 
ordered the ashes to be cast upon these graves, probably in 
order to defile them as the graves of idolaters—Ver. 7. ‘n2 
o'v71p7, the houses (places of abode) of the paramours (for 
pwpn see at 1 Kings xiv. 24), were probably only tents or 
huts, which were erected in the court of the temple for the 
paramours to dwell in, and in which there were also women 
who wove tent-temples (0'M3) for Asherah (see at ch. xvii. 30). 
—Ver. 8. All the (Levitical) priests he sent for from the cities 
of Judah to Jerusalem, and defiled the altars of the high places, 
upon which they had offered incense, from Geba to Beersheba, 2.¢. 
throughout the whole kingdom. Geba, the present Jeba, about three 
hours to the north of Jerusalem (see at Josh. xvui. 24), was the 
northern frontier of the kingdom of Judah, and Beersheba (Bir- 
seba : see the Comm. on Gen. xxi. 31) the southern frontier of 
Canaan. It is evident from ver. 9 that 5'975 are Levitical priests. 
He ordered them to come to Jerusalem, that they might not 
carry on illegal worship any longer in the cities of Judah. He 
then commanded that the unlawful high places should be defiled 
throughout the whole land, for the purpose of suppressing this 
worship altogether. He also destroyed “the altars of the high 
places at the gates, (both that) which was at the entrance of the 
gate of Joshua the governor of the city, (and also that) which 
was at the left of every one (entering) by the city gate.” The 
two clauses beginning with WW contain a more precise descrip- 
tion of Dye nina, The gate of Joshua the governor of the 
city is not mentioned anywhere else, but it was probably near 
to his home, ze. near the citadel of the city; but whether it 
was the future gate of Gennath, as Thenius supposes, or some 
other, it is impossible to determine. This also applies to the 
opinion that yi 19 is the valley gate or Joppa gate (Thenius) 
as being the gate of greatest traffic; for the traffic through the 
northern or Ephraim gate was certainly not less. Dinny-oy 
WR, at the left of every one, sc. going into the city.—Ver. 9. 

1 On this worship Movers has the following among other remarks (Phén. i. 
p- 686): ‘‘ The mutilated Gallus (wp) fancies that he is a woman: negant se 
viros esse . . . mulieres se volunt credi (Firmic.). He lives in close intimacy 
with the women, and they again are drawn towards the Galli by peculiar 
affection.” He also expresses a conjecture ‘‘ that the women of Jerusalem 
gave themselves up in honour of the goddess in the tents of the Galli which 
were pitched in the temple circle, on which account the 355 np went to 
the temple treasury.” 
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“ Only the priests of the high places did not sacrifice, .... 
but ate unleavened bread in the midst of their brethren.” The 
78 is connected with ver. 8: Josiah did not allow the priests, 
whom he had brought out of the cities of Judah to Jerusalem, 
to offer sacrifice upon the altar of Jehovah in the temple, i«. to 
perform the sacrificial service of the law, though he did allow 
them “to eat that which was unleavened,” se to eat of the 
sacred altar-gifts intended for the priests (Lev. vi. 9, 10 and 
22); only they were not allowed to consume this at a holy 
place, but simply in the midst of their brethren, <¢ at home in 
the family. They were thus placed on a par with priests who 
were rendered incapable of service on account of a bodily defect 
(Lev. xxi. 17-22).—Ver. 10. He also defiled the placa of sacri- 
fice in the valley of Benbinnom, for the purpose of exterminat- 
ing the worship of Moloch. Mboloch’s place of sacrifice is called 
npAn, as an object of abhorrence, or one to be spat at (NBA: 
Job xvii. 6), from 3M, to spit, or spit out (cf Roediger in Gea 
thes. p. 1497, where the other explanations are exploded).! On 
the valley Bne or Ben-Hinnom, at the south side of Mount Zion, 
see at Josh. xv. 8.—Ver. 11. He cleared away the horses 
dedicated to the sun, and burned up the chariots of the sun. 
As the horses were only cleared away (3), whereas the 
chariots were burned, we have not to think of images of horses 
(Selden, de Dus Syr. 1. 8), but of living horses, which were 
given to the sun, te. kept for the worship of the sun. Horses 
were regarded as sacred to the sun by many nations, viz. the 
Armenians, Persians, Massaget~, Ethiopians, and Greeks, and 
were sacrificed to it (for proofs see Bochart, Hieroz i. lib. it 
c. 10); and there is no doubt that the Israelites received this 
worship first of all from Upper Asia, along with the actual sun- 
worship, possibly through the Assyrians. “ The kings of Judah” 
are Ahaz, Manasseh, and Amon. These horses were hardly 
kept to be offered to the sun in gacrifice (Bochart and others), 
but, as we must infer from the “ chariots of the sun,” were used 
for processions in connection with the worship of the sun, pro- 
bably, according to the unanimous opinion of the Rabbins, to 


1 Jerome (on Jer. vii. 31) says: THOPHET, que est in valle filiorum Enom, 
illum locum significat, qui Siloé fontibus irrigatur et est amanus atque nemo- 
rosus, hodieque hortorum prebet delicias. From the name Gehinxom the 
Rabbins formed the name Tisza, Gehkennga (Matt. v. 22, 29, ete.), with special 
reference to the children burnt here to Moloch, to signify hell and hell-fire. 
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drive and meet: the rising sun. The definition “* M3 N20, “ from 
the coming into the house of Jehovah,” we. near the entrance 
into the temple, is dependent upon U3, “they had given (placed) 
the horses of the sun near the temple entrance,” nt “in 
the cell of Nethanmelech.” be does not mean at the cell, 4.6. 
in the stable by the cell (Thenius), because the ellipsis is too 
harsh, and the cells built in the court of the temple were in- 
tended not merely as dwelling-places for the priests and persons 
engaged in the service, but also as a depot for the provisions 
and vessels belonging to the temple (Neh. x. 38 sqq.; 1 Chron. 
ix. 26). One of these depots was arranged and used as a stable 
for the sacred horses. This cell, which derived its name from 
Nethanmelech, a chamberlain (05), of whom nothing further 
is known, possibly the builder or founder of it, was 8% 83, in 
the Pharvars, OMB, the plural of Ws, is no doubt identical 
with 7378 in 1 Chron. xxvi.18. This was the name given to a 
building at the western or hinder side of the outer temple-court 
by the gate Shalleket at the ascending road, ze. the road which 
led up from the city standing in the west into the court of the 
temple (1 Chron. xxvi. 16 and 18). The meaning of the word 
“11D is uncertain. Gesenius (thes. p. 1123) explains it by porticus, 


after the Persian ay vr summer-house, an open kiosk. Bottcher 


(Proben, p. 34'7), on the other hand, supposes it to be “a separate 
spot resembling a suburb,” betause in the Talmud j™™) signifies 
suburbia, loca urbt vicinia.—Ver. 12. The altars built upon the | 
roof of the aliyah of Ahaz were dedicated to the host of heaven 
(Zeph. 1 5; Jer. xix. 13, xxxii. 29), and certainly built by Ahaz ; 
and inasmuch as Hezekiah had undoubtedly removed them when 
he reformed the worship, they had been restored by Manasseh 
and Amon, so that by “the kings of Judah” we are to under- 
stand these three kings as in ver. 11. Weare unable to deter- 
mine where the my, the upper chamber, of Ahaz really was. 
But since the things spoken of both before and afterwards are 
the objects of idolatry found in the temple, this aliyah was pro- 
bably also an upper room of one of the buildings in the court of 
the temple (Thenius), possibly at the gate, which Ahaz had built 
when he removed the outer entrance of the king into the temple 
(ch. xvi. 18), since, according to Jer. xxxv. 4, the buildings at 
the gate had upper stories. The altars built by Manasseh in 
the two courts of the temple (see ch. xxi. 5) Josiah destroyed, 
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ny 77", “and crushed them to powder from thence,” and cast 
their dust into the Kidron valley. ", not from 7%, to run, but 
from /’¥1, to pound or crush to pieces. The alteration proposed 
by Thenius into #1, he caused to run and threw = he had them 
removed with all speed, is not only arbitrary, but unsuitable, 
because it is impossible to see why Josiah should merely have 
hurried the clearing away of the dust of these altars, whereas 
Y¥i, to pound or grind to powder, was not superfluous after 
73, to destroy, but really necessary, if the dust was to be 
thrown into the Kidron. 7% is substantially equivalent to P™ 
in ver. 6.—Vers. 13, 14. The places of sacrifice built by 
Solomon upon the southern height of the Mount of Olives (see 
at 1 Kings xi 7) Josiah defiled, reducing to ruins the mont- 
ments, cutting down the Asherah idols, and filling their places 
with human bones, which polluted a place, according to Num 
xix. 16. Ver. 14 gives a more precise definition of 88 in ver. 
13 in the form of a simple addition (with Vav cop.). mnvem70, 
mountain of destruction (not uwnctionis = Nwan, Rashi and Cler.), 
is the southern peak of the Mount of Olives, called in the tradi- 
tion of the Church mons offensionis or scandale (see at 1 Kings 
xi. 7). For niavo and DW see at 1 Kings xiv. 23. obipo 
are the places where the Mazzeboth and Asherim stood by the 
altars that were dedicated to Baal and Astarte, so that by defil- 
ing them the altar-places were also defiled. 

Vers. 15-20. Extermination of idolatry in Bethel and the 
cities of Samaria.—lIn order to suppress idolatry as far as pos- 
sible, Josiah did not rest satisfied with the extermination of it in 
his own kingdom Judah, but also destroyed the temples of the 
high places and altars and idols in the land of the former king- 
dom of the ten tribes, slew all the priests of the high places 
that were there, and burned their bones upon the high places 
destroyed, in order to defile the ground. The warrant for this 
is not to be found, as Hess supposes, in the fact that Josiah, as 
vassal of the king of Assyria, had a certain limited power over 
these districts, and may have looked upon them as being in & 
certain sense his own territority, a power which the Assyrians 
may have allowed him the more readily, because they were sure 
of his fidelity in relation to Egypt. For we cannot infer that 
Josiah was a vassal of the Assyrians from the imprisonment 
and release of Manasseh by the king of Assyria, nor is there any 
historical evidence whatever to prove it. The only reason that 
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can have induced Josiah to do this, must have been that after 
the dissolution of the kingdom of the ten tribes he regarded 
himself as the king of the whole of the covenant-nation, and 
availed himself of the approaching or existing dissolution of the 
Assyian empire to secure the friendship of the Israelites who 
were left behind in the kingdom of the ten tribes, to reconcile 
them to his government, and to win them over to his attempt 
to reform; and there is no necessity whatever to assume, as 
Thenius does, that he asked permission to do so of the newly 
arisen ruler Nabopolassar. For against this assumption may be 
adduced not only the improbability that Nabopolassar would 
give him any such permission, but still more the circumstance 
that at a still earlier period, even before Nabopolassar became 
king of Babylon, Josiah had had taxes collected of the inhabi- 
tants of the kingdom of Israel for the repairing of the temple 
(2 Chron. xxxiv. 9), from which we may see that the Israelites 
who were left behind in the land were favourably disposed to- 
wards his reforms, and were inclined to attach themselves in 
religious matters to Judah (just as, indeed, even the Samaritans 
were willing after the captivity to take part in the building of 
the temple, Ezra iv, 2 sqq.), which the Assyrians at that time 
were no longer in a condition to prevent.—Ver. 15. “ Also the 
altar at Bethel, the high place which Jeroboam had made— 
this altar also and the high place he destroyed.” It is grammati- 
cally impossible to take "237 as an accusative of place (Thenius) ; 
it is in apposition to Naren, serving to define it more precisely : 
the altar at Bethel, namely the high place; for which we have 
afterwards the altar and the high place. By the appositional 
moan the altar at Bethel is described as an illegal place of wor- 
ship. ‘“ He burned the 73,” 7. the buildings of this sanctuary, 
ground to powder everything that was made of stone or metal, 
z.e. both the altar and the idol there. This is implied in what 
follows: “and burned Asherah,” ze. a wooden idol of Astarte 
found there, according to which there would no doubt be also 
an idol of Baal, a 132 of stone. The golden calf, which had 
formerly been set up at Bethel, may, as Hos. x. 5, 6 seems to 
imply, have been removed by the Assyrians, and, after the 
settlement of heathen colonists in the land, have been supplanted 
by idols of Baal and Astarte (cf. ch. xvi. 29).—Vers. 16 sqq. 
In order to desecrate this idolatrous site for all time, Josiah had 
human bones taken out of the graves that were to be found upon 
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the mountain, and burned upon the altar, whereby the prophecy 
uttered in the reign of Jeroboam by the prophet who came out 
of Judah concerning this idolatrous place of worship was fulfilled; 
but he spared the tomb of that prophet himself (cf. 1 Kings xiiz 
26-32). The mountain upon which Josiah saw the graves was 
a mountain at Bethel, which was visible from the damah de- 
stroyed. *¥, a sepulchral monument, probably a stone erected 
upon the grave. wD": “so they rescued (from burning) his 
bones (the bones of the prophet who had come from Judah), to- 
gether with the bones of the prophet who had come from 
Samaria,” t.e. of the old prophet who sprang from the kingdom of 
the ten tribes and had come to Bethel (1 Kings xiii 11). &2 
708) in antithesis to 7RMD X2 denotes simply descent from the 
land of Samaria’—Vers. 19, 20. All the houses of the high 
places that were in the (other) cities of Samaria Josiah also 
destroyed in the same way as that at Bethel, and offered up the 
priests of the high places upon the altars, ie slew them upon 
the altars on which they had offered sacrifice, and burned men’s 
bones upon them (the altars) to defile them. The severity of 
the procedure towards these priests of the high places, as con- 
trasted with the manner in which the priests of the high places 
in Judah were treated (vers. 8 and 9), may be explained partly 
. from the fact that the Israelitish priests of the high places were 
not Levitical priests, but chiefly from the fact that they were 
really idolatrous priests. 

Vers. 21-23. The passover is very briefly noticed mm our — 
account, and is described as such an one as had not taken place 
since the days of the judges. Ver. 21 simply mentions the 
appointment of this festival on the part of the king, and the 
execution of the king’s command has to be supplied. Ver. 22 
contains a remark concerning the character of the passover. In 
2 Chron. xxxv. 1-19 we have a very elaborate description of 
it. What distinguished this passover above every other was, 
(1) that “all the nation,” not merely Judah and Benjamin, but 

1 Vers. 16-18 are neither an interpolation of the editor, é.e. of the author of 
our books of Kings (Staehelin), nor an interpolation from a supplement to 
the account in 1 Kings xiii. 1-32 (Thenius). The correspondence between 
the p3) in ver. 15 and the p)y in ver. 18 does not require this assumption; and 
the pretended discrepancy, that after Josiah had already reduced the altar to 
ruins (ver. 15) he could not possibly defile it by burning human bones upon 
it (ver. 16), is removed by the very natural solution, that mann in ver. 16 
does not mean the altar itself, but the site of the altar that had been destroyed. 
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also the remnant-of the ten tribes, took part in it, or, as it is 
expressed in 2 Chron. xxxv. 18, “all Judah and Israel ;” (2) 
that it was kept in strict accordance with the precepts of the 
Mosaic book of the law, whereas in the passover instituted by 
Hezekiah there were necessarily many points of deviation from 
the precepts of the law, more especially in the fact that the feast 
had to be transferred from the first month, which was the legal 
time, to the second month, because the priests had not yet puri- 
fied themselves in sufficient numbers and the people had not 
yet gathered together at Jerusalem, and also that even then a 
number of the people had inevitably been allowed to eat the 
passover without the previous purification required by the law 
(2 Chron. xxx. 2, 3, 17-20). This is implied in the words, “for 
there was not holden such a passover since the days of the 
judges and all the kings of Israel and Judah.” That this remark 
does not preclude the holding of earlier passovers, as Thenius 
follows De Wette in supposing, without taking any notice of the 
refutations of this opinion, was correctly maintained by the earlier 
commentators. Thus Clericus observes: “I should have sup- 
posed that what the sacred writer meant to say was, that during 
the times of the kings no passover had ever been kept so strictly 
by every one, according to all the Mosaic laws. Before this, even 
under the pious kings, they seem to have followed custom rather 
than the very words of the law; and since this was the case, 
many things were necessarily changed and neglected.” Instead 
of “ since the days of the judges who judged Israel,” we find 
in 2 Chron. xxxv. 18, “since the days of Samuel the prophet,” 
who is well known to have closed the period of the judges. 
Vers, 24—30. Conclusion of Jostah's reign.—Ver. 24. As Josiah 
had the passover kept in perfect accordance with the precepts 
of the law, so did he also exterminate the necromancers, the 
teraphim and all the abominations of idolatry, throughout all 
Judah and Jerusalem, to set up the'words of the law in the 
book of the law that had been found, +e. to carry them out and 
bring them into force. For M2NM and 5°77 see at ch. xxi. 6. 
OPI, penates, domestic gods, which’ were worshipped as the 
authors of earthly prosperity and as oracular deities (see at Gen. 
xxxi 19). 09 and b’¥pY, connected together, as in Deut. xxix. 
16, as a contemptuous description of idols in general—In ver. 
25 the account of the efforts made by Josiah to restore the true 
worship of Jehovah closes with a general verdict concerning his 
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true piety. See the remarks on this point at ch. xviil 5. He 
turned to Jehovah with all his heart, etc.: there is an evident 
allusion here to Deut. vi 5. Compare with this the sentence 
of the prophet Jeremiah concerning his reign (Jer. xxii. 15, 16). 
—vVer. 26. Nevertheless the Lord turned not from the great 
fierceness of His wrath, wherewith He had burned against 
Judah on account of all the provocations “ with which Ma- 
nasseh had provoked Him.” With this sentence, in which 7% 
av 5 forms an unmistakeable word-play upon ‘” be ae WE, the 
historian introduces the account not merely of the end of 
Josiah’s reign, but also of the destruction of the kingdom of 
Judah. Manasseh is mentioned here and at ch. xxiv. 3 and 
Jer..xv. 4 as the person who, by his idolatry and his unright- 
eousness, with which he provoked God to anger, had brought 
upon Judah and Jerusalem the unavoidable judgment of rejec- 
tion. It is true that Josiah had exterminated outward and gross 
idolatry throughout the land by his sincere conversion to the 
Lord, and by his zeal for the restoration of the lawful worship 
of Jehovah, and had persuaded the people to enter into covenant 
with its God once more ; but a thorough conversion of the people 
to the Lord he had not been able to effect. For, as Clericus 
has correctly observed, “ although the king was most religious, 
and the people obeyed him through fear, yet for all that the 
mind of the people was not changed, as is evident enough from 
the reproaches of Jeremiah, Zephaniah, and other prophets, who 
prophesied about that time and a little after.” With regard to 
this point compare especially the first ten chapters of Jeremiah, 
which contain a reswmé of his labours in the reign of Josiah, and 
bear witness to the deep inward apostasy of the people from the 
Lord, not only before and during Josiah’s reform of worship, but 
also afterwards. As the Holy One of Israel, therefore, God 
could not forgive any more, but was obliged to bring upon the 
people and kingdom, after the death of Josiah, the judgment 
already foretold to Manasseh himself (ch. xxi. 12 sqq.).—Ver. 
27. The Lord said: I will also put away Judah (in the same 
manner as Israel: cf. ch. xvii. 20, 23) from my face, etc. “ON 
expresses the divine decree, which was announced to the people 
by the prophets, especially Jeremiah and Zephaniah.—Vers. 29 
and 30: compare 2 Chron. xxxv. 20-24. The predicted cata- 
strophe was brought to pass by the expedition of Necho the king 
of Egypt against Assyria, “In his days (te. towards the end 
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of Josizh’s reign) Pharaoh Necho the king of Esypt went up 
against the king of Asshur to the river Euphrates.” Necho (5) 
or 133, 2 Chron. xxxv. 20, Jer. xlvi. 2; called Neyaw by Jose- 
phus, Manetho in Jul. Afric., and Euseb., after the LXX.; and 
Nexws by Herod. ii. 158, 159, iv. 42, and Diod. Sic. i. 33; 
according to Brugsch, hist. d Hy. i. p. 252, Nekaow) was, accord- 
ing to Man., the sixth king of the twenty-sixth (Saitic) dynasty, 
the second Pharaoh of that name, the son of Psammetichus I. 
and grandson of Necho I.; and, according to Herodotus, he was 
celebrated for a canal which he proposed to have cut in order 
to connect the Nile with the Red Sea, as well as for the circum- 
navigation of Africa (compare Brugsch, /.c., according to whom 
he reigned from 611 to 595 Bc.). Whether “ the king of 
Asshur” against whom Necho marched was the last ruler of the 
Assyrian empire, Asardanpal (Sardanapal), Saracus according to 
the monuments (see Brandis, Ueber den Gewinn, p. 55; M. v. 
Niebuhr, Gesch. Assurs, pp. 110 sqq. and 192), or the existing 
ruler of the Assyrian empire which had already fallen, Nabo- 
polassar the king of Babylon, who put an end to the Assyrian 
monarchy in alliance with the Medes by the conquest and 
destruction of Nineveh, and founded the Chaldean or Baby- 
lonian empire, it is impossible to determine, because the year in 
which Nineveh was taken cannot be exactly decided, and all that 
is certain is that Nineveh had fallen before the battle of Car- 
chemish in the year 606 Bc. Compare M. v. Niebuhr, Gesch. 
Assurs, pp. 109 sqq. and 203, 204.—-King Josiah went against 
the Egyptian, and “ he (Necho) slew him at Megiddo when he 
saw him,” «e. caught sight of him. This extremely brief notice 
of the death of Josiah is explained thus in the Chronicles: that 
Necho sent ambassadors to Josiah, when he was taking the field 
against him, with an appeal that he would not fight against him, 
because his only intention was to make war upon Asshur, but 
that Josiah did not allow himself to be diverted from his pur- 
pose, and fought a battle with Necho in the valley of Megiddo, 
in which he was mortally wounded by the archers. What in- 
duced Josiah to oppose with force of arms the advance of the 
Egyptian to the Euphrates, notwithstanding the assurance of 
Necho that he had no wish to fight against Judah, is neither 
to be sought for in the fact that Josiah was dependent upon 
Babylon, which is at variance with history, nor in the fact that 
the kingdom of Judah had taken possession of all the territory of 
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the ancient inheritance of Israel, and Josiah was endeavouring 
to restore all the ancient glory of the house of David over the 
surrounding nations (Ewald, Gesch. iii. p. 707), but solely in 
Josiah’s conviction that Judah could not remain neutral in the 
war which had broken out between Egypt and Babylon, and in 
the hope that by attacking Necho, and frustrating his expedition 
to the Euphrates, he might be able to avert great distress from 
his own land and kingdom? 

This battle is also mentioned by Herodotus (i 159); but he 
calls the place where it was fought Maydonop, ie. neither Mig- 
dol, which was twelve Roman miles to the south of Pelusium 
(Forbiger, Hdb. d. alten Geogr. ti. p. 695), nor the perfectly 
apocryphal Magdala or Migdal Zebaiah mentioned by the Tal- 
mudists (Reland, Pal. p. 898, 899), as Movers supposes. We 
might rather think with Ewald (Gesch. iii. p.'708) of the present 
Madel, to the south-east of Acca, at a northern source of the 
Kishon, and regard this as the place where the Egyptian camp 
was pitched, whereas Israel stood to the east of it, at the 
place still called Rummane, at Hadad-Rimmon in the valley of 
Megiddo, as Ewald assumes ((esch. iii. p. 708). But even this 
combination is overthrown by the fact that Rummane, which 
lies to the east of el Mejdel at the distance of a mile and three- 
quarters (geogr.), on the southern edge of the plain of Buttauf, 
cannot possibly be the Hadad-Rimmon mentioned in Zech. xii. 
11, where king Josiah died after he had been wounded in the 
battle. For since Megiddo is identical with the Roman Legio, 
the present Leun, as Robinson has proved (see at Josh. xii. 21), 
and as is generally admitted even by C. v. Raumer (Pal. p. 447, 
note, ed, 4), Hadad-Rimmon must be the same as the village of 
Rimmuni (Rummane), which is three-quarters of an hour to the 


1M. v. Niebuhr (Gesch. Ass. p. 364) also calls Josiah’s enterprise ‘‘ a per- 
fectly correct policy. Nineveh was falling (if not already fallen), and the 
Syrian princes, both those who had remained independent, like Josiah, and 
also the vassals of Asshur, might hope that, after the fall of Nineveh, ‘they 
would succeed in releasing Syria from every foreign yoke. How well- 
founded this hope was, is evident from the strenuous exertions which Nabu- 
kudrussur was afterwards obliged to make, in order to effect the complete 
subjugation of Syria. It was therefore necessary to hinder at any price the 
settlement of the Egyptians now. Even though Necho assured Josiah that 
he was not marching against him (2 Chron. xxxy. 21), Josiah knew that 
if once the Egyptians were lords of Coele-Syria, his independence would be 


gone.” 


CHAP. XXIII. 24-80, : 495 


south of Lejun, where the Scottish missionaries in the year 1839 
found many ancient wells and other traces of Israelitish times 
(V. de Velde, 2. i p. 267; Memoir, pp. 333,334). But this Rum- 
mane is four geographical miles distant from el Medel, and Me- 
giddo three and a half, so that the battle fought at Megiddo 
cannot take its name from el Mejdel, which is more than three 
miles off. The Magdolon of Herodotus can only arise from some 
confusion between it and Megiddo, which was a very easy thing 
with the Greek pronunciation Mayedéo, without there being any 
necessity to assume that Herodotus was thinking of the Egyptian 
Migdol, which is called Magdolo in the Itin. Ant. p. 171 (cf. 
Brugsch, Geogr. Inschriften altdgypt. Denkmdler, i. pp. 261, 262). 
If, then, Josiah went to Megiddo in the plain of Esdrelom to 
meet the king of Egypt, and fell in with him there, there can 
be no doubt that Necho came by sea to Palestine and landed 
at Acco, as des Vignoles (Chronol. ii. p. 42'7) assumed.’ For 
if the Egyptian army had marched by land through the plain 
of Philistia, Josiah would certainly have gone thither to meet 
it, and not have allowed it to advance into the plain of Megiddo 
without fighting a battle —Ver. 30. The brief statement, “ his 
servants carried him dead from Megiddo and brought him to 
Jerusalem,” is given with more minuteness in the Chronicles : 
his servants took him, the severely wounded king, by his own 


1 This is favoured by the account in Herodotus (ii. 159), that Necho built 
ships: rpinpses al ety xl rn Bopnin Oarcoon ... al dd iv re “ApaBie xcrry 
(triremes in septentrionale et australe mare mittendas. Biéhr)—xai ravurge/ re 
ixparo iv re déovrs® xal Suposoe weln 6 Nexwc cup Garay ty Maytorg tvixnos ; 
from which we may infer that Necho carried his troops by sea to Palestine, 
and then fought the battle on the land. M. v. Niebuhr (Gesch. p. 365) also 
finds it very improbable that Necho used his fleet in this war; but he does 
not think it very credible ‘‘ that he embarked his whole army, instead of 
marching them by the land route so often taken by the Egyptian army, the 
key of which, viz. the land of the Philistines, was at least partially subject 
to him,” because the caxades (ships of burden) required for the transport of 
a large army were hardly to be obtained in sufficient numbers in Egypt. But 
this difficulty, which rests upon mere conjecture, is neutralized by the fact, 
which M. Duncker (Gesch. i. p. 618) also adduces in support of the voyage 
by sea, namely, that the decisive battle with the Jews was fought to the 
north-west of Jerusalem, and when the Jews were defeated, the way to 
Jerugalem stood open for their retreat. Movers (Phéniz. li. 1, p. 420), who 
also imagines that Necho advanced with a large land-army towards the 
frontier of Palestine, has therefore transferred the battle to Magdolo on the 
Egyptian frontier ; but he does this by means of the most arbitrary interpre- 
tation of the account given by Herodotus. 
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command, from his chariot to his second chariot, and drove him 
to Jerusalem, and he died and was buried, etc. Where he died 
the Chronicles do not affirm ; the occurrence of NO" after the 
words “ they brought him to Jerusalem,” does not prove that 
he did not die till he reached Jerusalem. If we compare Zech. 
xii. 11, where the prophet draws a parallel between the lamen- 
tation at the death of the Messiah and the lamentation of Hadad- 
Rimmon in the valley of Megiddo, as the deepest lamentation 
of the people in the olden time, with the account given in 
2 Chron. xxxv. 25 of the lamentation of the whole nation at the 
death of Josiah, there can hardly be any doubt that Josiah died 
on the way to Jerusalem at Hadad-Rimmon, the present Rum- 
mane, to the south of Lejun (see above), and was taken to Je- 
rusalem dead.—He was followed on the throne by his younger 
son Jehoahaz, whom the people (7787 DY, as in ch. xxi. 24) 
anointed king, passing over the elder, Eliakim, probably because 
they regarded him as the more able man. 


CHAP. XXIII. 81-XXIV. 17. REIGNS OF THE KINGS JEHOAHAZ, 
JEHOJAKIM, AND JEHOIACHIN. 


Vers. 31-35. Reicn or JEHOAHAZ (cf. 2 Chron. xxxvi. 1-4). 
—Jchoahaz, called significantly by Jeremiah (xxi. 11) Shallum, 
ae. “to whom it is requited,” reigned only three months, and did 
evil in the eyes of the Lord as all his fathers had done. The 
people (or the popular party), who had preferred him to his 
elder brother, had apparently set great hopes upon him, as we 
may judge from Jer. xxii. 10-12, and seem to have expected that 
his strength and energy would serve to avert the danger which 
threatened the kingdom on the part of Necho. Ezekiel (ch. xx. 
3) compares him to a young lion which learned to catch the 
prey and devoured men, but, as soon as the nations heard of 
him, was taken in their pit and led by nose-rings to Egypt, and 
thus attributes to him the character of a tyrant disposed to acts 
of violence; and Josephus accordingly (Ant. x. 5, 2) describes 
him as aae8ns xal puapos tov tporov.—Ver. 33. “ Pharaoh 
Necho put him in fetters (#™ON") at Riblah in the land of 
Hamath, when he had become king at Jerusalem.” In 2 Chron. 
xxxvi. 3 we have, instead of this, “the king of Egypt deposed 
him (77D') at Jerusalem.” The Masoretes have substituted as 
Keri 190, “away from being king,” or “that he might be no 
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longer king,” in the place of p03, and Thenius and Bertheau 
prefer the former, because the LXX. have tod ux) Bactrevew not 
in our text only, but in the Chronicles also; but they ought not 
to have appealed to the Chronicles, inasmuch as the LXX. have 
not rendered the Hebrew text there, but have simply repeated 
the words from the text of the book of Kings. The Keri is 
nothing more than an emendation explaining the sense, which 
the LXX. have also followed. The two texts are not contra- 
dictory, but simply complete each other: for, as Clericus has 
correctly observed, “ Jehoahaz would of course be removed from 
Jerusalem before he was cast into chains; and there was nothing 
to prevent his being dethroned at Jerusalem before he was taken 
to Riblah.” We are not told in what way Necho succeeded in 
getting Jehoahaz into his power, so as to put him in chains 
at Riblah. The assumption of J. D. Michaelis and others, that 
his elder brother Eliakim, being dissatisfied with the choice of 
Jehoahaz as king, had recourse to Necho at Riblah, in the hope 
of getting possession of his father’s kingdom through his instru- 
mentality, is precluded by the fact that Jehoahaz would certainly 
not have been so foolish as to appear before the enemy of his 
country at a mere summons from Pharaoh, who was at Riblah, 
and allow him to depose him, when he was perfectly safe in 
Jerusalem, where the will of the people had raised him to the 
throne. If Necho wanted to interfere with the internal affairs 
of the kingdom of Judah, it would never have done for him to 
proceed beyond Palestine to Syria after the victory at Megiddo, 
without having first deposed Jehoahaz, who had been raised to 
the throne at Jerusalem without any regard to his will, The 
course of events was therefore probably the following: After the 
victory at Megiddo, Necho intended to continue his march to the 
Euphrates; but on hearing that Jehoahaz had ascended the throne, 
and possibly also in consequence of complaints which Elakim 
had made to him on that account, he ordered a division of his 
army to march against Jerusalem, and while the main army was 
marching slowly to Riblah, he had Jerusalem taken, king Jeho- 
ahaz dethroned, the land laid under tribute, Eliakim appointed 
king as his vassal, and the deposed Jehoahaz brought to his 
headquarters at Riblah, then put into chains and transported to 
Egypt; so that the statement in 2 Chron. xxxvi. 3, “ he deposed 
him at Jerusalem,” is to be taken quite literally, even if Necho 
did not come to Jerusalem tn propria persona, but simply effected 
21 
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this through the medium of one of his generals.’ Riblah has 
been preserved in the miserable village of ible, from ten to 
twelve hours to the S.S.W. of Hums (Emesa) by the river el 
Ahsy (Orontes), in a large fruitful plain of the northern portion 
of the Bekaa, which was very well adapted to serve as the 
camping ground of Necho’s army as well as of that of Nebuchad- 
nezzar (ch. xxv. 6, 20, 21), not only because it furnished the 
most abundant supply of food and fodder, but also on account of 
its situation on the great caravan-road from Palestine by Damas- 
cus, Emesa, and Hamath to Thapsacus and Carchemish on the 
Euphrates (cf. Rob. Bibl. Res. pp. 542-546 and 641).—In the 
payment imposed upon the land by Necho, one talent of gold 
(c, 25,000 thalers: £3750) does not seem to bear any correct 
proportion to 100 talents of silver (c. 250,000 thalers, or 
£37,500), and consequently the LXX. have 100 talents of gold, 
the Syr. and Arab. 10 talents; and Thenius supposes this to 
have been the original reading, and explains the reading in the 
text from the dropping out of a* (=10), though without reflect- 
ing that as a rule the number 10 would require the plural 
OD3.—Ver. 34. From the words “ Necho made Eliakim the son 


1 Ewald (Gesch. iii. p. 720) also observes, that ‘‘ Necho himself may have 
been in Jerusalem at the time for the purpose of installing his vassal:” this, 
he says, “‘ is indicated by the brief words in 2 Kings xxiii. 33, 34, and nothing 
can be found to say against it in other historical sources ;” though he assumes 
that Jehoahaz had allowed himself to be enticed by Necho to go to Riblah into 
the Egyptian camp, where he was craftily put into chains, and soon carried off 
as a prisoner to Egypt.—We should have a confirmation of the taking of 
Jerusalem by Necho in the account given by Herodotus (ii. 159): ered 32 res 
axa (i.e. after the battle at Megiddo) Kasur xoas rg Suping iovoay psya- 
Any side, if any evidence could be brought to establish the opinion that by 
Kaduric we are to understand Jerusalem. But although what Herodotus says 
(ii 5) concerning Keéurs¢ does not apply to any other city of Palestine so well 
as to Jerusalem, the use of the name Kaduri for Jerusalem has not yet been 
sufficiently explained, since it cannot come from py sp, the holy city, because 
the w of this word does not pass into m in any Semitic dialect, and the expla- 
nation recently attempted by Bottcher (N. ex. Krit. Achrenlese, ii. pp. 119 sqq.) 
from the Aramwan NMNIN, the renewed city (new-town), is based upon many 
very questionable conjectures. At the same time so much is certain, that the 
view which Hitzig has revived (de Cadyti urbe Herod. Gott. 1829, p. 11, and 
Urgeschichte der Philister, pp. 96 sqq.), and which is now the prevalent one, 
viz. that Kadutss is Gaza, is exposed to some well-founded objections, even 
after what Stark (Gaza, pp. 218 sqq.) has adduced in its favour. The de- 
scription which Herodotus gives (iii. 5) of the land-road to Egypt: dae Dassi- 
xg wixps obpay tay Kaduriog xcAcos, § iotl Supes ray TlaAasotivas naArsouivus’ 
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of Josiah king in the place of his father Josiah,’ it follows that 
the king of Egypt did not acknowledge the reign of Jehoahaz, 
because he had been installed by the people without his consent. 
“ And changed his name into Jehoiakim.” The alteration of 
the name was a sign of dependence. In ancient times princes 
were accustomed to give new names to the persons whom they 
took into their service, and masters to give new names to their 
slaves (cf. Gen. xli. 45, Ezra v. 14, Dan. i. 7, and Hivernick 
on the last passage).—But while these names were generally 
borrowed from heathen deities, Eliakim, and at a later period 
Mattaniah (xxiv. 17), received genuine Israelitish names, Jehoia- 
kim, 2.e. “ Jehovah will set up,” and Zidkiyahu, 7c. “ righteous- 
ness of Jehovah ;” from which we may infer that Necho and 
Nebuchadnezzar did not treat the vassal kings installed by them 
exactly as their slaves, but allowed them to choose the new 
names for themselves, and simply confirmed them as a sign of 
their supremacy. liakim altered his name into Jehoiakim, «i. 
El (God) into Jehovah, to set the allusion to the establishment 
of the kingdom, which is implied in the name, in a still more 
definite relation to Jehovah the covenant God, who had promised 
to establish the seed of David (2 Sam. vil. 14), possibly with an 


cbxd d6 Kadvrios, tovons woAasos (ds sucol doxéss) Sccpdiay ob TOAAG tAaaooNOS, axC 
ravurns Te ieropie ra tel berdoons pebxps Invvcou weAasds tors rou ’ApaGiou’ does 
not apply to Gaza, because there were no commercial towns on the sea-coast 
between the district of Gaza and the town of Yenysus (the present Khan 
Yiinas); but between the district of Jerusalem and the town of Yenysus there 
were the Philistian cities Ashkelon and Gaza, which Herodotus might call ra 
ivemcpie tov 'ApeBiov, whereas the comparison made between the size of 
Kadytis and that of Sardes points rather to Jerusalem than to Gaza. Still 
less can the datum in Jer. xlvii. 1, ‘‘ before Pharaoh smote Gaza,” be adduced 
in support of Gaza. If we bear in mind that Jeremiah’s prophecy (ch. xlvii.) 
was not uttered before the fourth year of Jehoiakim’s reign, and therefore 
that Pharaoh had not smitten Gaza at that time, supposing that this Pharaoh 
was really Necho, it cannot have been till after his defeat at Carchemish that 
Necho took Gaza on his return home. Ewald, Hitzig, and Graf assume that 
this was the case ; but, as M. v. Niebuhr has correctly observed, it has ‘‘ every 
military probability” against it, and even the incredibility that ‘‘a routed 
Oriental army in its retreat, which it evidently accomplished in one continuous 
march, notwithstanding the fact that on its line of march there were the 
strongest positions, on the Orontes, Lebanon, etc., at which it might have 
halted, should have taken the city upon its flight.” And, lastly, the name 
Kadtvris does not answer to the name Gaza, even though the latter was spelt 
Gazatu in early Egyptian (Brugsch, Geograph. Inschr. ii. p. 32), since the v 
(y) of the second syllable still remains unexplained. 


500 THE SECOND BOOK OF KINGS 


intentional opposition to the humiliation with which the royal 
house of David was threatened by Jeremiah and other prophets. 
—“ But Jehoahaz he had taken (NP?, like Mp’ in ch. xxiv. 12), 
and he came to Egypt and died there ”"—when, we are not told. 
—AIn ver. 35, even before the account of Jehoiakim’s reign, we 
have fuller particulars respecting the payment of the tribute 
which Necho imposed upon the land (ver. 33), because it was 
the condition on which he was appointed king —“ The gold and 
silver Jehoiakim gave to Pharaoh; yet (J% =but in order to 
raise it) he valued (JY as in Lev. xxvu. 8) the land, to give 
the money according to Pharaoh’s command; of every one 
according to his valuation, he exacted the silver and gold of the 
population of the land, to give-it to Pharaoh Necho.” 2), to 
exact tribute, is construed with a double accusative, and WX 
iaws placed first for the sake of emphasis, as an explanatory 
apposition to (NT OY, 


Ver. 36—ch. xxiv. 7. REIGN oF JEHOIAKIM (cf. 2 Chron. 
xxxvi. 5—-8).—Jehoiakim reigned eleven years in the spirit of 
his ungodly forefathers (compare ver. 37 with ver. 32). Jere- 
miah represents him (ch. xxii, 13 sqq.) as a bad prince, who 
enriched himself by the unjust oppression of his people, “ whose 
eyes and heart were directed upon nothing but upon gain, and 
upon innocent blood to shed it, and upon oppression and violence 
to do them” (compare ch. xxiv. 4 and Jer. xxvi. 22, 23). Jose- 
phus therefore describes him as ri dicw adiKxos Kat xaxodpyos, 
cat pyre pos Gedy Scvos, pnte wpos avOpwrrous emcevans (Ant. x. 
5, 2). The town of Rumah, from which his mother sprang, is 
not mentioned anywhere else, but it has been supposed to be 
identical with Aruma in the neighbourbood of Shechem (Judg. 
ix. 41). 

Ch. xxiv. ver. 1. “ In his days Nebuchadnezzar, the king 
of Babel, came up; and Jehoiakim became subject to him three 
years, then he revolted from him again.” ‘8NI130, Nebuchad- 
nezear, OF WIRD, Nebuchadrezzar (Jer. xxi. 2, 7, xxii. 25, ete), 
NaBovyodovecop (LXX.), NaBovyodovocopos (Beros. in Jos. e. 
Ap. i. 20, 21), NaBoxodpecopos (Strabo, xv. 1, 6), upon the 
Persian arrow-headed inscriptions at Bisutun Nabhukudracara 
(according to Oppert, composed of the name of God, Nabhu 
(Nebo), the Arabic kadr, power, and zar or sar, prince), and in 
still other forms (for the different forms of the name see M. v. 
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Niebuhr's Gesch. pp. 41, 42). He was the son of Nabopolassar, 
the founder of the Chaldean monarchy, and reigned, according 
to Berosus (Jos. l.c.), Alex. Polyh. (Eusebii Chron. arm.i. pp. 44, 
45), and the Canon of Ptol, forty-three years, from 605 to 562 
B.C. With regard to his first campaign against Jerusalem, it is 
stated in 2 Chron. xxxvi 6, that “ against him (Jehoiakim) 
came up Nebuchadnezzar, and bound him with brass chains, to 
carry him (i347?) to Babylon ;” and in Dan. i. 1, 2, that “in 
the year three of the reign of Jehoiakim, Nebuchadnezzar came 
against Jerusalem and besieged it; and the Lord gave Jehoiakim, 
the king of Judah, into his hand, and a portion of the holy 
vessels, and he brought them (the vessels) into the land of 
Shinar, into the house of his god,” etc. Bertheau (on Chr.) 
admits that all three passages relate to Nebuchadnezzar’s first 
expedition against Jehoiakim and the first taking of Jerusalem 
by the king of Babylon, and rejects the alteration of 17nd, “to 
lead him to Babylon” (Chr.), into dmnyayev adtov (LXX.), for 
which Thenius decides in his prejudice in favour of the LXX. 
He has also correctly observed, that the chronicler intentionally 
selected the infinitive with 5, because he did not intend to speak 
of the actual transportation of Jehoiakim to Babylon. The 
words of our text, “ Jehoiakim became servant (722) to him,” «e. 
subject to him, simply affirm that he became tributary, not that 
he was led away. And in the book of Daniel also there is 
nothing about. the leading away of Jehoiakim to Babylon. 
Whilst, therefore, the three accounts agree in the main with one 
another, and supply one another's deficiencies, so that we learn 
that Jehoiakim was taken prisoner at the capture of Jerusalem 
and put in chains to be led away, but that, inasmuch as he sub- 
mitted to Nebuchadnezzar and vowed fidelity, he was not taken 
away, but left upon the throne as vassal of the king of Baby- 
lon ; the statement in the book of Daniel concerning the time 
when this event occurred, which is neither contained in our 
account nor in the Chronicles, presents a difficulty when com- 
pared with Jer. xxv. and xlvi. 2, and different attempts, some 
of them very constrained, have been made to remove it. Accord- 
ing to Jer. xlvi. 2, Nebuchadnezzar smote Necho the king of 
Egypt at Carchemish, on the Euphrates, in the fourth year of 
Jehoiakim. This year is not only called the first year of Nebu- 
chadnezzar in Jer. xxv. 1, but is represented by the prophet as 
the turning-point of the kingdom of Judah by the announce- 
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ment that the Lord would bring His servant Nebuchadnezzar 
upon Judah and its inhabitants, and also upon all the nations 
dwelling round about, that he would devastate Judah, and that 
these nations would serve the king of Babylon seventy years 
(Jer. xxv. 9-11). Consequently not only the defeat of Necho 
at Carchemish, but also the coming of Nebuchadnezzar to Judah, 
fell in the fourth year of Jehoiakim, and not in the third. To 
remove this discrepancy, some have proposed that the time men- 
tioned, “in the fourth year of Jehoiakim” (Jer. xivi. 2), should 
be understood as relating, not to the year of the battle at Car- 
chemish, but to the time of the prophecy of Jeremiah against 
Egypt contained in ch. xlvi., and that Jer. xxv. should also be 
explained as follows, that in this chapter the prophet is not an- 
_nouncing the first capture of Jerusalem by Nebuchadnezzar, but 
is proclaiming a year after this the destruction of Jerusalem and 
the devastation of the whole land, or a total judgment upon 
Jerusalem and the rest of the nations mentioned there (M. v. 
Nieb. Gesch. pp. 86, 87, 371). But this explanation is founded 
upon the erroneous assumption, that Jer. xlvi. 3-12 does not 
contain a prediction of the catastrophe awaiting Egypt, but a 
picture of what has already taken place there; and it is only 
in a very forced manner that it can be brought into harmony 
with the contents of Jer. xxv.' We must rather take “the year 
three of the reign of Jehoiakim” (Dan. i.1) as the extreme 
terminus a quo of Nebuchadnezzar’s coming, 7.¢. must understand 
the statement thus: that in the year referred to Nebuchadnezzar 
commenced the expedition against Judah, and smote Necho at 
Carchemish at the commencement of the fourth year of Jehoia- 
kim (Jer. xlvi. 2), and then, following up this victory, took 
Jerusalem in the same year, and made Jehoiakim tnbutary, and 
at the same time carried off to Babylon’a portion of the sacred 
vessels, and some young men of royal blood as hostages, one of 
whom was Daniel (2 Chron. xxxvi. 7; Dan. i. 2 sqq.). The fast 
mentioned in Jer. xxxvi. 9, which took place in the fifth year 


1 Still less tenable is the view of Hofmann, renewed by Ziindel (Krit. 
Unterss. tb. d. Abfassungszeit des B. Daniel, p. 25), that Nebuchadnezzar 
conquered Jerusalem in the third year of Jehoiakim, and that it was not till 
the following, or fourth year, that he defeated the Egyptian army at Car- 
chemish, because so long as Pharaoh Necho stood with his army by or in 
Carchemish, on the Euphrates, Nebuchadnezzar could not possibly attempt to 
pass it so as to effect a march upon Jerusalem. 
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of Jehoiakim, cannot be adduced in disproof of this; for extra- 
ordinary fast-days were not only appointed for the purpose of 
‘averting great threatening dangers, but also after severe cala- 
mities which had fallen upon the land or people, to expiate His 
wrath by humiliation before God, and to invoke the divine com- 
passion to remove the judgment that had fallen upon them. The 
objection, that the godless king would hardly have thought of 
renewing the remembrance of a divine judgment by a day of 
repentance and prayer, but would rather have desired to avoid 
everything that could make the people despair, falls to the 
ground, with the erroneous assumption upon which it is founded, 
that by the fast-day Jehoiakim simply intended to renew the 
remembrance of the judgment which had burst upon Jerusalem, 
whereas he rather desired by outward humiliation before God 
to secure the help of God to enable him to throw off the Chal- 
deean yoke, and arouse in the people a religious enthusiasm for 
war against their oppressors—Further information concerning 
this first expedition of Nebuchadnezzar is supplied by the account 
of Berosus, which Josephus (Ant. x. 11, and c. Ap. i. 19) has 
preserved from the third book of his Chaldzan history, namely, 
that when Nabopolassar received intelligence of the revolt of 
the satrap whom he had placed over Egypt, Coele-Syria, and 
Phoenicia, because he was no longer able on account of age to 
bear the hardships of war, he placed a portion of his army in 
the hands of his youthful son Nebuchadnezzar and sent him 
against the satrap. Nebuchadnezzar defeated him in battle, and 
established his power over that country again. In the mean- 
time Nabopolassar fell sick and died in Babylon; and as soon as 
the tidings reached Nebuchadnezzar, he hastened through the 
desert to Babylon with a small number of attendants, and 
directed his army to follow slowly after regulating the affairs 
of Egypt and the rest of the country, and to bring with it the 
prisoners from the Jews, Syrians, Pheenicians, and Egyptian 
tribes, and with the heavily-armed troops. So much, at any rate, 
is evident from this account, after deducting the motive assigned 
for the war, which is given from a Chaldean point of view, and 
may be taken as a historical fact, that even before his father’s 
death Nebuchadnezzar had not only smitten the Egyptians, but 
had also conquered Judah and penetrated to the borders of 
Egypt. And there is no discrepancy between the statement of 
Berosus, that Nebuchadnezzar was not yet king, and the fact 
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that in the biblical books he is called king proleptically, because 
he marched against Judah with kingly authority. 

Vers. 2-7. To punish Jehoiakim’s rebellion, Jehovah sent 
hosts of Chaldeans, Arameans, Moabites, and Ammonites against 
him and against Judah to destroy it (iPaNn?). Nebuchadnezzar 
was probably too much occupied with other matters relating to 
his kingdom, during the earliest years of his reign after his 
father’s death, to be able to proceed at once against Jehoiakim 
and punish him for his revolt." He may also have thought it 
a matter of too little importance for him to go himself, as there 
was not much reason to be afraid of Egypt since its first defeat 
(cf. M. v. Niebuhr, p. 375). He therefore merely sent such 
troops against him as were in the neighbourhood of Judah at 
the time. The tribes mentioned along with the Chaldzans were 
probably all subject to Nebuchadnezzar, so that they attacked 
Judah at his command in combination with the Chaldzan tribes 
left upon the frontier. How much they effected is not distinctly 
stated; but it is evident that they were not able to take Jeru- 
salem, from the fact that after the death of Jehoiakim his son 
was able to ascend the throne (ver. 6).—The sending of these 
troops is ascribed to Jehovah, who, as the supreme controller of 
the fate of the covenant-nation, punished Jehoiakim for his 
rebellion. For, after the Lord had given Judah into the hands 
of the Chaldeans as a punishment for its apostasy from Him, 
all revolt from them was rebellion against the Lord. “ Accord- 
ing to the word of Jehovah, which He spake by His servants 
the prophets,” viz. Isaiah, Micah, Habakkuk, Jeremiah, and 
others.—Vers. 3, 4. " "BY JX: “only according to the mouth 
(command) of Jehovah did this take place against Judah,” 2.e. 
for no other reason than because the Lord had determined to 
put away Judah from before His face because of Manasseh’s sins 
(cf. ch. xxi. 12-16, and xxiii 27). “ And Jehovah would not 


1 Compare the remarks of M. v. Niebuhr on this point (Gesch. pp. 208, 
209) and his summary at p. 209: ‘‘ Nebuchadnezzar had enough to do in 
Babylon and the eastern half of his kingdom, to complete the organization of 
the new kingdom, to make the military roads to the western half of the king- 
dom along the narrow valley of the Euphrates and through the desert, and 
also to fortify them and provide them with watering stations and every other 
requisite, to repair the damages of the Scythian hordes and the long contest 
with Nineveh, to restore the shattered authority, and to bring Arabs and 
mountain-tribes to order. All this was more important than a somewhat 
more rapid termination of the Egyptian war and the pacification of Syria.” 
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forgive,” even if the greatest infercessors, Moses and Samuel, 
had come before Him (Jer. xv. 1 sqq.), because the measure of 
the sins was full, so that God was obliged to punish according 
to His holy righteousness. We must repeat 3 from the preced- 
ing words before ‘P37 0%—Ver. 6. “ Jehoiakim lay down to (fell 
asleep with) his fathers, and Jehoiachin his son became king in 
his stead.” That this statement is not in contradiction to the 
prophecies of Jer. xxu. 19: “ Jehoiakim shall be buried like an 
ass, carried away and cast out far away from the gates of Jeru- 
salem,” and xxxvi 30: “no son of his shall sit upon the throne 
of David, and his body shall lie exposed to the heat by day and 
to the cold by night,” is now generally admitted, as it has already 
been by J. D. Michaelis and Winer. But the solution proposed 
by Michaelis, Winer, and M. v. Niebuhr (Gesch. p. 3'76) is not 
sufficient, namely, that at the conquest of Jerusalem, which took 
place three months after the death of Jehoiakim, his bones were 
taken out of the grave, either by the victors out of revenge for 
his rebellion, or by the fury of the people, and cast out before 
the city gate; for Jeremiah expressly predicts that he shall have 
no funeral and no burial whatever. We must therefore assume 
that he was slain in a battle fought with the troops sent against 
him, and was not buried at all; an assumption which is not at 
variance with the words, “ he laid himself down to his fathers,” 
since this formula does not necessarily indicate a peaceful death 
by sickness, but is also applied to king Ahab, who was slain in 
battle (1 Kings xxii 40, cf. 2 Kings xxii, 20).’.—And even 
though his son Jehoiachin ascended the throne after his father’s 
death.and maintained his position for three months against the 
Chaldeans, until at length he fell into their hands and was 
carried away alive to Babylon, the prophet might very truly de- 
scribe this short reign as not sitting upon the throne of David 
(cf. Graf on Jer. xxl. 19).—To the death of Jehoiakim there is 
appended the notice in ver. 7, that the king of Egypt did not go 
out of his own land any more, because the king of Babylon had 
taken away everything that had belonged to the king of Egypt, 


1 The supposition of Ewald (Gesch. iii. p. 788), that Jehoiakim was enticed 
out of the capital by a stratagem of the enemy, and taken prisoner, and be- 
cause he made a furious resistance was hurried off in a scuffle and mercilessly 
slaughtered, is at variance with the fact that, according to ver. 10, it was not 
till after his death that the army of the enemy advanced to the front of Jeru- 
salem and commenced the siege. 
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from the brook of Egypt to the river Euphrates. The purpose 
of this notice is to indicate, on the one hand, what attitude 
Necho, whose march to the Euphrates was previously mentioned, 
had assumed on the conquest of Judah by the Chaldeans, and 
on the other hand, that. under these circumstances a successful 
resistance to the Chaldeans on the part of Judah was not for a 
moment to be thought of. 

Vers. 8~17 (cf. 2 Chron. xxxvi. 9 and 10). Jehoiachin, ?3*i" 
or 2’ (Ezek. i 2), 4¢ he whom Jehovah fortifies, called 323° 
in 1 Chron. iii. 16, 17, and Jer. xxvii. 20, xxviii. 4, etc, and 
ID in Jer. xxii 24, 28, xxxvii. 1, probably according to the 
popular twisting and contraction of the name Jehoiachin, was 
eighteen years old when he ascended the throne (the eight years 
of the Chronicles are a slip of the pen), and reigned three 
months, or, according to the more precise statement of the 
Chronicles, three months and ten days, in the spirit of his father. 
Ezekiel (xix. 5—7) describes him not only as a young lion, who 
learned to prey and devoured men, like Jehoahaz, but also 
affirms of him that he knew their (the deceased men’s) widows, 
a.c. ravished them, and destroyed their cities——that is to say, he 
did not confine his deeds of violence to individuals, but extended 
them to all that was left behind by those whom he had murdered, 
viz. to their families and possessions; and nothing is affirmed 
in Jer. xxii. 24 and 28 respecting his character at variance with 
this. His mother Nehushta was a daughter of Elnathan, a 
ruler of the people, or prince, from Jerusalem (Jer. xxvi. 22, 
Xxxvl. 12, 25).—-Ver. 10. “ At that time,” 7.e. when Jehoiachin 
had come to the throne, or, according to 2 Chron. xxxvi. 10, “ at 
the turn of the year,” 2. in the spring (see at 1 Kings xx. .22), 
the servants (generals) of Nebuchadnezzar marched against Jeru- 
salem, and the city was besieged. The Keri »°¥ is substantially 
correct, but is an unnecessary alteration of the Chethid ney, since 
the verb when it precedes the subject is not unfrequently used 
in the singular, though before a plural subject (cf. Ewald, § 316, 
a). The ‘23 “13y are different from the O°N3 of ver. 2. As the 
troops sent against Jehoiakim had not been able to conquer 
Judah, especially Jerusalem, Nebuchadnezzar sent his generals 
with an army against Jerusalem, to besiege the city and take it. 
—Ver. 11. During the siege he came himself to punish Jehoia- 
kim’s revolt in the person of his successor.—Ver. 12. Then 
Jehoiachin went out to the king of Babylon to yield himself up 
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to him, because he perceived the impossibility of holding the 
city any longer against the besiegers, and probably hoped to 
secure the favour of Nebuchadnezzar, and perhaps to retain the 
throne as his vassal by a voluntary submission. Nebuchad- 
nezzar, however, did not show favour any more, as he had done 
to Jehoiakim at the first taking of Jerusalem, but treated Jehoia- 
chin as a rebel, made him prisoner, and led him away to Baby- 
lon, along with his mother, his wives (ver. 15), his princes and 
his chamberlains, as Jeremiah had prophesied (ch. xxii. 24 sqq.), 
in the eighth year of his (Nebuchadnezzar’s) reign. The refer- 
ence to the king’s mother in vers. 12 and 15 is not to be 
explained on the ground that she still acted as guardian over 
the king, who was not yet of age (J. D. Mich.), but from the 
influential position which she occupied in the kingdom as i171'337 
(Jer. xxix. 2: see at 1 Kings xiv. 21). The eighth year of the 
reign of Nebuchadnezzar is reckoned from the time when his 
father had transferred to him the chief command over the army 
to make war upon Necho, according to which his first year 
coincides with the fourth year of Jehoiakim (Jer. xxv. 1). As 
Nebuchadnezzar acted as king, so far as the Jews were concerned, 
from that time forward, although he conducted the war by com- 
mand of his father, this is always reckoned as the point of time 
at which his reign commenced, both in our books and also in 
Jeremiah (cf. ch. xxv. 8; Jer. xxxii. 1). According to this cal- 
culation, his reign lasted forty-four years, viz. the eight years 
of Jehoiakim and the thirty-six years of Jehoiachin’s imprison- 
ment, as is evident from ch. xxv. 27.—Ver. 13. Nebuchad- 
nezzar thereupon, that is to say, when he had forced his way 
into the city, plundered the treasures of the temple and palace, 
and broke the gold off the vessels which Solomon had made in 
the temple of Jehovah. /%?, to cut off, break off, as in ch. xvi. 
17, xe. to bear off the gold plates. Nebuchadnezzar had already 
taken a portion of the golden vessels of the temple away with 
him at the first taking of Jerusalem in the fourth year of Jehoia- 
kim, and had placed them in the temple of his god at Babylon 
(2 Chron. xxxvi. 7; Dan. i 2). They were no doubt the smaller 
vessels of solid gold,— basins, scoops, goblets, knives, tongs, etc., 
—which Cyrus delivered up again to the Jews on their return 
to their native land (Ezra i. 7 sqq.). This time he took the 
gold off the larger vessels, which were simply plated with that 
metal, such as the altar of burnt-offering, the table of shew-bread 
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and ark of the covenant, and carried it away as booty, so that 
on the third conquest of Jerusalem, in the time of Zedekiah, 
beside a few gold and silver basins and scoops (ch. xxv. 15) there 
were only the large brazen vessels of the court remaining (ch. 
xxv. 13-17; Jer. xxvii. 18 sqq.). The words, “as Jehovah had 
spoken,” refer to ch. xx. 17 and Isa, xxxix. 6, and to the sayings 
of other prophets, such as Jer. xv. 13, xvii. 3, ete.—Vers. 14-16. 
Beside these treasures, he carried away captive to Babylon the 
cream of the inhabitants of Jerusalem, not only the most 
affluent, but, as is evident from Jer. xxiv., the best portion in 
a moral respect. In ver. 14 the number of those who were 
carried off is simply given in a general form, according to its 
sun-total, as 10,000; and then in vers. 15 and 16 the details 
are more minutely specified. “ All Jerusalem” is the whole of 
the population of Jerusalem, which is first of all divided into 
two leading classes, and then more precisely defined by the 
clause, “nothing was left except the common people,’ and 
reduced to the cream of the citizens. The king, queen-mother, 
and king’s wives being passed over and mentioned for the first 
time in the special list in ver. 15, there are noticed here DMeno3 
and >'n3 "123 53, who form the first of the leading classes. By 
the 0% are meant, according to ver. 15, the D’D"D, chamber- 
lains, ze. the officials of the king’s court in general, and by ‘AX 
YN (“ the mighty of the land”) all the heads of the tribes and 
families of the nation that were found in Jerusalem; and under 
the last the priests and prophets, who were also carried away, 
according to Jer. xxix. 1, with Ezekiel among them (Ezek. i 1), 
are included as the spiritual heads of the people. The nn bat 
are called >n7 ‘YWI8 in ver. 16; their number was 7000. The 
persons intended are not warriors, but men of property, as in ch. 
xv. 20. The second class of those who were carried away con- 
sisted of WANT, all the workers in stone, metal, and wood, that 
is to say, masons, smiths, and carpenters; and 73057, the lock- 
smiths, including probably not actual locksmiths only, but makers 
of weapons also. There is no need for any serious refutation of 
the marvellous explanation given of 1305 by Hitzig (on Jer. 
xxiv. 1), who derives it from DD and 73, and supposes it to 
be an epitbet applied to the remnant of the Canaanites, who had 
been made into tributary labourers, although it has been adopted 
by Thenius and Graf, who make them into artisans of the foreign 
socagers. J NT~Oy N34 —ywNn-Nn> (ch. xxv. 12), the poor people 
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of the land,’z.e. the lower portion of the population of Jerusalem, 
from whom Nebuchadnezzar did not fear any rebellion, because 
they possessed nothing (Jer. xxxix. 10), ze. neither property 
(money nor other possessions), nor strength and ability to 
organize a revolt, The antithesis to these is formed by the 
mnie ‘yy ovina, the strong or powerful men, who were in a 
condition to originate and carry on a war; for this category 
includes all who were carried away, not merely the thousand 
workmen, but also the seven thousand “07 ‘Wik, and the king’s 
officers and the chiefs of the nation, whose number amounted to 
two thousand, since the total number of the exiles was ten thou- 
sand. There is no special allusion to warriors or military, because 
in the struggle for the rescue of the capital and the kingdom from 
destruction every man who could bear arms performed military 
service, so that the distinction between warriors and non-warriors 
was swept away, and the actual warriors are swallowed up in the 
ten thousand. Babel is the country of Babylonia, or rather the 
Babylonian empire.—Ver. 17. Over the lower classes of the people 
who had been left behind Nebuchadnezzar placed the paternal 
uncle of the king, who had been led away, viz. Mattaniah, and 
made him king under the name of Zedekiah. He was the 
youngest son of Josiah (Jer. i. 3, xxxvii. 1); was only ten ‘years 
old when his father died, and twenty-one years old when he 
ascended the throne; and as the uncle of Jehoiachin, who being 
only a youth of eighteen could not have a son capable of reign- 
ing, had the first claim to the throne. Instead of {15, his uncle, 
we have in 2 Chron. xxxvi. 10 18, his brother, z.c. his nearest 
relation. On the change in the name see at ch. xxiii. 34. 
The name ¥P7¥, ze. he who has Jehovah's righteousness, was 
probably chosen by Mattaniah in the hope that through him or 
in his reign the Lord would create the righteousness promised 
to His people. 


CHAP. XXIV. 18-XXV. 30. REIGN OF ZEDEKIAH, DESTRUCTION OF 
JERUSALEM AND THE KINGDOM OF JUDAH, AND FATE OF THE 
PEOPLE LEFT BEHIND, AND OF KING JEHOIACHIN.! 


Vers. 18-20. Length and spirit of Zedckiah's reign (cf. Jer. 
lii. 1-3, and 2 Chron. xxxvi. 11-13)—-Zedekiah’s mother Ha- 


1 To this section the historical appendix to the book of Jeremiah (Jer. lii.) 
furnishes a parallel, which agrees with it for the most part word for word, 
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mital, daughter of Jeremiah of Libnah, was also the mother of 
Jehoahaz (ch. xxiii. 31); consequently he was his own brother 
and the half-brother of Jehoiakim, whose mother was named 
Zebidah (ch. xxiii 36). His reign lasted eleven years, and in 
its attitude towards the Lord exactly resembled that of his 
brother Jehoiakim, except that Zedekiah does not appear to have 
possessed so much energy for that which was evil According 
to Jer. xxxviii. 5 and 24 sqq., he was weak in character, and 
completely governed by the great men of his kingdom, having 
no power or courage whatever to offer resistance. But, like 
them, he did not hearken to the words of the Lord through 
Jeremiah (Jer. xxxvii. 2), or, as it_is expressed in ‘2 Chron. 
xxxvi. 12, “he did not humble himself before Jeremiah the 
prophet, who spake to him out of the mouth of the Lord.”—— 
Ver. 20. “ For because of the wrath of the Lord it happened 
concerning Judah and Jerusalem.” ‘The subject to NM is to 
be taken from what precedes, viz. Zedekiah’s doing evil, or that 
such a God-resisting man as Zedekiah became king. “Not that 
it was of God that Zedekiah was wicked, but that Zedekiah, a 
man (if we believe Brentius, in loc.) simple, dependent upon 
counsellors, yet at the same time despising the word of God 
and impenitent (2 Chron. xxxvi 12, 13), became king, so as 
to be the cause of Jerusalem’s destruction” (Seb. Schm.). On 
nai isdwit Wy cf ver. 3, and ch. xvii. 18,23. “And Zedekiah 
rebelled against the king of Babel,’ who, according to 2 Chron 
xxxvi 13, had made him swear by God, to whom he was bound 


omitting only the short account of the murder of Gedaliah and of the flight 
of the people to Egypt (vers. 22-26), and adding instead a computation of 
the number of the people who were led away to Babel by Nebuchadnezzar 
(vers. 28-30). Apart from the less important variations, which have arisen in 
part simply from copyists’ errors, we have in Jer. lii. 18, and especially in 
vers. 21 and 22, by no means unimportant notices concerning the vessels of 
the temple, especially concerning the ornaments of the brazen pillars, which 
do not occur anywhere in our books. It is evident from this that our text was 
not derived from Jer. lii. (Havernick), and that Jer. lii. was not borrowed 
from our books of Kings and appended to the book of Jeremiah’s prophecies 
(Ros., Maur., Ew., Graf). On the contrary, the two accounts are simply 
brief extracts from one common and more elaborate history of the later times 
of the kingdom of Judah, possibly composed by Jeremiah or Baruch, analogous 
to the two extracts from the history of Hezekiah in 2 Kings xviii.—xx. and 
Isa. xxxvi.—xxxix.—More minute accounts of this space of time are given 
in the historical portions of the prophecies of Jeremiah (ch. xxxix.-xliv.), 
which form an explanatory commentary to the section before us. 
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by oath to render fealty. This breach of covenant and frivolous 
violation of his oath Ezekiel also condemns in sharp words 
(Ezek. xvii. 13 sqq.), as a grievous sin against the Lord. Zede- 
kiah also appears from the very first to have had no intention 
of keeping the oath of fealty which he took to the king of Babel 
with very great uprightness. For only a short time after he was 
installed as king he despatched an embassy to Babel (Jer. xxix. 
3), which, judging from the contents of the letter to the exiles 
that Jeremish gave to the ambassadors to take with them, can 
hardly have been sent with any other object than to obtain from 
the king of Babel the return of those who had been carried 
away. Then in the fourth year of his reign he himself made 
a journey to Babel (Jer. xli. 59), evidently to investigate the 
circumstances upon the spot, and to ensure the king of Babel of 
his fidelity. And in the fifth month of the same year, probably 
after his return from Babel, ambassadors of the Moabites, Am- 
monites, Tyrians, and Sidonians came to Jerusalem to make an 
alliance with him for throwing off the Chaldean yoke (Jer. 
xxvii. 3). Zedekiah also had recourse to Egypt, where the en- 
terprising Pharaoh Hophra (Apries) had ascended the throne; 
and then, in spite of the warnings of Jeremiah, trusting to the 
help of Egypt, revolted from the king of Babel, probably at a 
time when Nebuchadnezzar (according to the combinations of M. 
v. Nieb., which are open to question however) was engaged in 
a war with Media. 

Ch. xxv. 1-7. Stege and conquest of Jerusalem; Zedekiah 
taken prisoner and led away to Babel (cf. Jer. lii 4-11 and 
xxxix. 1~7).—Ver. 1. In the ninth year of the reign of Zede- 
kiah, on the tenth day of the tenth month, Nebuchadnezzar 
marched with all his forces against Jerusalem and commenced 
the siege (cf. Jer. xxxix. 1), after he had taken al] the rest of the 
fortified cities of the land, with the exception of Lachish and 
Azekah, which were besieged at the same time as Jerusalem 
(Jer. xxxiv. 7). On the very same day the commencement of 
the siege of Jerusalem was revealed to the prophet Ezekiel in 
his exile (Ezek. xxiv. 1). “And they built against it (the city) 
siege-towers round about.” ?', which only occurs here and 
in Jeremiah (lii. 4) and Ezekiel (iv. 2, xvii.17, xxi. 27, xxvi. 8), 
does not mean either a line of circumvallation (J. D. Mich, 
Hitzig), or the outermost enclosure constructed of palisades 
(Thenius, whose assertion that >"! is always mentioned as the 
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first work of the besiegers is refuted by Ezek. xvii. 17 and xxi. 
27), but a watch, and that in a collective sense: watch-towers or 
siege-towers (cf. Ges. thes. p. 330, and Havernick on Ezek. iv. 
2).—Ver. 2. “ And the city was besieged till the eleventh year 
of king Zedekiah,” in which the northern wall of the city was 
broken through on the ninth day of the fourth month (ver. 3). 
That Jerusalem could sustain a siege of this duration, namely 
eighteen months, shows what the strength of the fortifications 
must have been. Moreover the siege was interrupted for a short 
time, when the approach of the Egyptian king Hophra com- 
pelled the Chaldzans to march to meet him and drive him back, 
which they appear to have succeeded in doing without a battle 
(cf. Jer. xxxvii. 5 sqq., Ezek. xvii. 7)—Vers. 3, 4. Trusting 
partly to the help of the Egyptians and partly to the strength 
of Jerusalem, Zedekiah paid no attention to the repeated en- 
treaties of Jeremiah, that he would save himself with his capital 
and people from the destruction which was otherwise inevitable, 
by submitting to the Chaldeans (cf. Jer. xxi. 37 and 38), but 
allowed things to reach their worst, until the famine became so 
intense, that inhuman horrors were perpetrated (cf. Lam. ii 
20, 21, iv. 9,10), and eventually a breach was made in the city 
wall on the ninth day of the fourth month. The statement of 
the month is omitted in our text, where the words ‘yaw wina 
(Jer. lii. 6, cf. xxxix. 2) have fallen out before "ywna (ver. 3, 
commencement) through the oversight of a copyist. The over- 
whelming extent of the famine is mentioned, not “ because the 
people were thereby rendered quite unfit to offer any further 
resistance” (Seb. Schm.), but as a proof of the truth of the 
prophetic announcements (Lev. xxvi. 29; Deut. xxviii. 53-57; 
Jer. xv. 2, xxvii. 13; Ezek. iv. 16,17). 287 OY are the com- 
mon people in Jerusalem, or the citizens of the capital. From 
the more minute account of the entrance of the enemy into the 
city in Jer. xxxix. 3-5 we learn that the Chaldeans made a 
breach in the northern or outer wall of the lower city, te. the 
second wall, built by Hezekiah and Manasseh (2 Chron. xxxii. 
5, xxxiii. 14), and forced their way into the lower city ("2w50, 
xxiL 14), so that their generals took their stand at the gate of 
the centre, which was in the wall that separated the lower city 
from the upper city upon Zion, and formed the passage from 
the one to the other. When Zedekiah saw them here, he fled 
by night with the soldiers out of the city, through the gate 
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between the two walls at or above the king’s garden, on the road 
to the plain of the Jordan, while the Chaldzans were round 
about the city. In ver. 4 a faulty text has come down to us. 
In the clause MONT wWIN-P2) the verb ¥M2 is omitted, if not 
even more, namely TY 7 Ik¥H 37, “ fled and went out of the 
city.” And if we compare Jer, xxxix. 4, it is evident that 
before ‘D7 ‘¥287721 still more has dropped out, not merely 7227, 
which must have stood in the text, since according to ver. 5 the 
king was among the fugitives; but most probably the whole 
clause MM 39 3EPTY ONT IWR iM, since the words ‘D7 ‘wWaN-?) 
have no real connection with what precedes, and cannot form a 
circumstantial clause so far as the sense is concerned. The 
“gate between the two walls, which (was) at or over Oy) the 
king’s garden,” was a gate at the mouth of the Tyropceon, that 
is to say, at the south-eastern corner of the city of Zion; for, 
according to Neh. iii. 15, the king’s garden was at the pool of 
Siloah, i.e at the mouth of the Tyropceon (see Rob. Pal. ii. 142). 
By this defile, therefore, the approach to the city was barred by 
a double wall, the inner one running from Zion to the Ophel, 
whilst the outer one, at some distance off, connected the Zion 
wall with the outer surrounding wall of the Ophel, and most 
probably enclosed the king’s garden. The subject to 2 is 
jpn, which has dropped out before ‘on *WON"PDN, NIWA is the 
lowland valley on both sides of the Jordan (see at Deut. i. 1).— 
Ver. 5. As the Chaldeans were encamped around the city, the 
flight was immediately discovered. The Chaldean army pur- 
sued him, and overtook him in the steppes of Jericho, whilst his 
own army was dispersed, all of which Ezekiel had foreseen in 
the Spirit (Ezek. xii 3 sqq.). i My are that portion of the 
plain of the Jordan which formed the country round Jericho 
(see at Josh. iv. 13).—-Ver. 6. Zedekiah having been seized by 
the Chaldeans, was taken to the king of Babel in the Chaldean 
headquarters at Riblah (see at ch. xxiil. 33), and was there put 
upon his trial. According to ver. 1, Nebuchadnezzar had com- 
menced the siege of Jerusalem in person ; but afterwards, pos- 
sibly not till after the Egyptians who came to relieve the 
besieged city had been repulsed, he transferred the continuance 
of the siege, which was a prolonged one, to his generals, and 
retired to Riblah, to conduct the operations of the whole cam- 
paign from thence. ODN DEY 3%, to conduct judicial pro- 
ceedings with any one, te. to hear and judge him. For this 
2K 
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Jeremiah constantly uses the plural O°DBY, not only in ch. lil. 
9 and xxxix. 5, but also in ch. i 16 and iv. 12.—Ver. 7. The 
punishment pronounced upon Zedekiah was the merited reward 
of the breach of his oath, and his hardening himself against the 
counsel of the Lord which was announced to him by Jeremiah 
during the siege, that he should save not only his own life, but 
also Jerusalem from destruction, by a voluntary submission to 
the Chaldsans, whereas by obstinate resistance he would bring 
an ignominious destruction upon himself, his family, the city, 
and the whole people (Jer. xxxviii. 17 sqq., xxxii. 5, xxxiv. 3 
sqq.). His sons, who, though not mentioned in ver. 4, had fled 
with him and had been taken, and (according to Jer. lii. 10 and 
xxxix. 6) all the nobles (princes) of Judah, sc. those who had 
fled with the king, were slain before his eyes. He himself was 
then blinded, and led away to Babel, chained with double chains 
of brass, and kept a prisoner there till his death (Jer. lii. 11) ; 
so that, as Ezekiel (xii. 13) had prophesied, he came to Babel, 
but did not see the land, and died there. Blinding by pricking 
out the eyes was a common punishment for princes among the 
Babylonians and Persians (of. Herod. vii 18, and Brisson, de 
regio Pers. princip. p. 589). O*m¥n), double brazen chains, are 
brazeu fetters for the hands and feet. Samson was treated in 
the same manner by the Philistines (Judg. xvi. 21). 

Vers. 8-21. Destruction of Jerusalem and the temple. The 
people carried away to Babel (cf. Jer. lii. 12-27, and xxxix. 
8-10).—In this section we have first a general account of the 
destruction of the temple and city (vers. 8-10), and of the 
carrying away of the people (vers. 11 and 12), and then a more 
particular description of what was done with the metal vessels 
of the temple (vers. 13-17), and how the spiritual and secular 
leaders of the people who had been taken prisoners were treated 
(vers, 18—21)—-Vers. 8-10. The destruction of Jerusalem, by 
the burning of the temple, of the king’s palace, and of all the 
larger buildings, and by throwing down the walls, was effected 
by Nebuzaradan, the chief of the body-guard of Nebuchadnezzar, 
on the seventh day of the fifth month in the nineteenth year 
of the reign of Nebuchadnezzar. Instead of the seventh day we 
have the ¢enth in Jer. lii 12. This difference might be recon- 
ciled, as proposed by earlier commentators, on the assumption 
that the burning of the city lasted several days, commencing on 
the seventh and ending on the tenth But since there are 
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similar differences met with afterwards (vers. 17 and 19) in the 
statement of numbers, which can only be accounted for from 
the substitution of similar numeral letters, we must assume that 
there is a change of this kind here. Which of the two dates is 
the correct one it is impossible to determine. The circumstance 
that the later Jews kept the ninth as a fast-day cannot be 
regarded as decisive evidence in favour of the date given in 
Jeremiah, as Thenius supposes ; for in Zech. vii. 3 and vii. 19 
the fasting of the fifth month is mentioned, but no day is given ; 
and though in the Talmudic times the ninth day of the month 
began to be kept as a fast-day, this was not merely in remem- 
brance of the Chaldean destruction of Jerusalem, but of the 
Roman also, and of three other calamities which had befallen 
the nation (see the statement of the Gemara on this subject in 
Lightfoot, Opp. ii. p. 139, ed. Leusden, and in Kohler on Zech. 
vii. 3), from which we see that the Gemarists in the most un- 
historical manner grouped together different calamitous events 
in one single day. The nineteenth year of Nebuchadnezzar 
corresponds to the eleventh of Zedekiah (see at ch. xxiv. 
12). Nebuzaradan is not mentioned in Jer. xxxix. 3 among 
the Chaldean generals who forced their way into the city, so 
that he must have been ordered to Jerusalem by Nebuchad- 
nezzar after the taking of the city and the condemnation of 
Zedekiah, to carry out the destruction of the city, the carrying 
away of the people, and the appointment of a deputy-governor 
over those who were left behind in the land. This explains in a 
very simple manner how a month could intervene between their 
forcing their way into the city, at all events into the lower city, 
and the burning of it to the ground, without there being any 
necessity to assume, with Thenius, that the city of Zion held 
out for a month, which is by no means probable, for the simple 
reason that the fighting men had fled with Zedekiah and had 
been scattered in their flight. o°N30"2) = O'Nan WW in Gen. 
Xxxvil 36, xxxix. 1, was with the Babylonians, as with the 
Egyptians, the chief of the king’s body-guard, whose duty it 
was to execute the sentences of death (see at Gen. xxxvil. 36). 
O°nas3 answers to the ‘N37 of the Israelites (2 Sam. viii. 18, 
etc.). In Jer. lit 12 we have 120 “1B? TDY instead of 429 Tay, 
without the WW, which is rarely omitted in prose, and ndvans 
instead of Down : he came into Jerusalem, not he forced a way 
into the real Jerusalem (Thenius). The meaning is not altered 
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by these two variations —Ver. 9. By the words, “ every great 
house,” “* ‘3°93 NN is more minutely defined : not all the houses 
to the very last, but simply all the large houses he burned to the 
very last, together with the temple and the royal palaces. The 
victors used one portion of the dwelling-houses for their stay in 
Jerusalem. He then had all the walls of the city destroyed. 
In Jeremiah 5b is omitted before nbin, as not being required for 
the sense ; and also the AN before O'S) 2, which is indispensable 
to the sense, and has fallen out through a copyist’s oversight — 
Vers. 11, 12. The rest of the people he led away, both those 
who had been left behind in the city and the deserters who had 
gone over to the Chaldzans, and the remnant of the multitude. 
fiom Nn’, for which we have fiDX 1n. in Jer. li 15, has been 
interpreted in various ways. As fiD® signifies an artist or arti- 
ficer in Prov. viii. 30, and OY 1° has just preceded it, we might 
be disposed to give the preference to the reading fiDX", as Hitzig 
and Graf have done, and understand by it the remnant of the 
artisans, who were called 13087 NM in ch. xxiv. 14, 16. But 
this view is precluded by Jer. xxxix. 9, where we find Oym 1m 
DN NvIN instead of foONT IN’ or fio7n *, These words cannot be 
set aside by the arbitrary assumption that they crept into the 
text through a copyist’s error; for the assertion that they con- 
tain a purposeless repetition is a piece of dogmatical criticism, 
inasmuch as there is a distinction drawn in Jer. xxxix. 9 be- 
tween “ya ONNY3 OVI AN and O7Nw31 OYA AN. Consequently 
foxT is simply another form for flO] (m and x» being inter- 
changed) in the sense of a mass of people, and we have simply 
the choice left between two interpretations. Either Oya 1M 
ya D%NW37 means the fighting people left in the city, as dis- 
tinguished from the deserters who had fled to the Chaldeans, 
and fioxt = fipan an. in Jer. lit, 15, or OINWIT DY WN) in Jer. 
xxxix. 9, the rest of the inhabitants of Jerusalem ; or OY8 Nn} 
‘ya ‘win is the people left in Jerusalem (warriors and non- 
warriors), and fon 7n the rest of the population of the land 
outside Jerusalem. The latter is probably the preferable view, 
not only because full justice is thereby done to V3 in the first 
clause, but also because it is evident from the exception men- 
tioned in ver. 12 that the deportation was not confined to the 
inhabitants of Jerusalem, but extended to the population of the 
whole land. The “ poor people,” whom he allowed to remain 
in the land as vine-dressers and husbandmen, were the common 
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people, or people without property, not merely in Jerusalem, 
but throughout the whole land. 28" na = yINmoy npr (ch. 
xxiv. 14). Instead of nyio we have in Jeremiah NivIp: the 
plural used in an abstract sense, “ the poverty,” ze. the lower 
people, “ the poor who had nothing” (Jer. xxxix. 10). Instead 
of the Chethib D339 from 3%, secuit, aravit, the Keri has 0°33" 
from 33‘, in the same sense, after Jer. lii. 16.—Vers. 13-17. 
The brazen vessels of the temple were broken in pieces, and 
the brass, and smaller vessels of brass, silver, and gold, were 
carried away. Compare Jer. lii 17-23, where several other 
points are mentioned that have been passed over in the account 
before us. The pillars of brass (see 1 Kings vii 15 sqq.), the 
stands (see 1 Kings vii 27 sqq.), and the brazen sea (1 Kings 
vii. 23 sqq.), were broken in pieces, because it would have been 
difficult to carry these colossal things away without breaking 
them up. On the smaller vessels used in the worship (ver. 14) 
see 1 Kings vii. 40. In Jer. lii 18 np1180 are also mentioned. 
Ver. 15 is abridged still more in contrast with Jer. lii. 19, and 
only Mirman and nipyen are mentioned, whereas in Jeremiah six 
different things are enumerated beside the candlesticks. “We 
D2... 371, “ what was of gold, gold, what was of silver, silver, 
the captain of the guard took away,” is a comprehensive descrip- 
tion of the objects carried away. To this there is appended a 
remark in ver. 16 concerning the quantity of the brass of the 
large vessels, which was so great that it could not be weighed ; 
and in ver. 17 a supplementary notice respecting the artistic 
work of the two pillars of brass. ‘11 ORpYN is placed at the 
head absolutely: as for the pillars, etc., the brass of all these 
vessels was not to be weighed. In Jer. lii 20, along with the 
brazen sea, the twelve brazen oxen under it are mentioned ; and 
in the description of the pillars of brass (vers. 21 sqq.) there 
are several points alluded to which are omitted in our books, 
not only here, but also in 1 Kings vii. 16 sqq. For the fact itself 
see the explanation given at pp. 97-103. The omission of the 
twelve oxen in so condensed an account as that contained in our 
text does not warrant the inference that these words in Jeremiah 
are a spurious addition made by a later copyist, since the assump- 
tion that Ahaz sent the brazen oxen to king Tiglath-pileser can- 
not be proved from ch. xvi. 17 (see p. 407). Instead of wow 
MOX we must read NOX YON, five cubits, according to Jer. lii. 22 
and 1 Kings vii. 16. The npawn- oy at the end of the verse is 
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very striking, since it stands quite alone, and when connected 
with ‘1 npND does not appear to yield any appropriate sense, 
as the second pillar was like the first not merely with regard to 
the trellis-work, but in its form and size throughout. At the 
same time, it is possible that the historian intended to give 
especial prominence to the similarity of the two pillars with 
reference to this one point alone—Vers. 18—21 (cf. Jer. lii 
24-27). The principal officers of the temple and city, and 
sixty men of the population of the land, who were taken at the 
destruction of Jerusalem, Nebuzaradan sent to his king at Riblah, 
where they were put to death. Seraiah, the high priest, is the 
grandfather or great-grandfather of Ezra the scribe (Ezra vii 1; 
1 Chron. v. 40). Zephaniah, a priest of the second rank (j03 
mv); in Jer. 72V0n 15: see at ch. xxiii 4), is probably the 
same person as the son of Maaseiah, who took a prominent place 
among the priests, according to Jer. xxi. 1, xxix. 25 sqq., and 
xxxvil. 3. The “three keepers of the threshold” are probably 
the three superintendents of the Levites, whose duty it was 
to keep guard over the temple, and therefore were among the 
principal officers of the sanctuary.—Ver. 19. From the city, ze. 
from the civil authorities of the city, Nebuziradan took a king’s 
chamberlain (0%), who was commander of the men of war. 
Instead of TPB 81 WR we find in Jer. li, 25 ‘B m1 WR, who 
had been commander, with an allusion to the fact that his 
official function had terminated when the city was conquered. 
“And five (according to Jeremiah seven) men of those who saw 
the king’s face,” 2.e. who belonged to the king’s immediate circle, 
de wntimis consiliarus regis, and “ the scribe of the commander- 
in-chief, who raised the people of the land for military service,” 
or who enrolled them. Although °57 has the article, which is 
omitted in Jeremiah, the following words 82¥7 "WY are governed 
by it, or connected with it in the construct state (Ewald, 
§ 290, d). 2% WY is the commander-in-chief of the whole of 
the military forces, and "3) 83¥50 a more precise definition of 
1BBA, and not of X2¥7 WY, which needed no such definition. 
“ And sixty men of the land-population who were found in the 
city.” They were probably some of the prominent men of the 
rural districts, or they may have taken a leading part in the 
defence of the city, and therefore were executed in Riblah, and 
not merely deported with the rest of the people——The account of 
the destruction of the kingdom of Judah closes with Thm 57 
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in ver. 21, “thus was Judah carried away out of its own land ;” 
and in vers. 22-26 there follows merely a brief notice of those 
who had been left behind in the land, in the place of which we 
find in Jer. li. 28—40 a detailed account of the number of 
those who were carried away. 

Vers. 22-26. Installation of Gedaliah the governor. His 
assassination, and the flight of the people to Egypt—Much fuller 
accounts have been handed down to us in Jer. xl-xliv. of the 
events which are but briefly indicated here—vVers. 22, 23. 
Over the remnant of the people left in the land Nebuchadnezzar 
placed Gedaliah as governor of the land, who took up his abode 
in Mizpah. (Gedaliah, the son of Ahikam, who had interested 
himself on behalf of the prophet Jeremiah and saved his life (Jer. 
xxvi. 24), and the grandson of Shaphan, a man of whom nothing 
more is known (see at ch. xxii. 12), had his home in Jerusalem, 
and, as we may infer from his attitude towards Jeremiah, had 
probably secured the confidence of the Chaldzans at the siege and 
conquest of Jerusalem by his upright conduct, and by what he 
did to induce the people to submit to the judgment inflicted by 
God ; so that Nebuchadnezzar entrusted him with the oversight 
of those who were left behind in the land — men, women, 
children, poor people, and even a few princesses and court- 
officials, whom they had not thought it necessary or worth while 
to carry away (Jer. xl 7, xli. 10,16), 2e he made him governor 
of the conquered land. Mizpah is the present Nebi Samwil, two 
hours to the north-west of Jerusalem (see at Josh. xviii. 26).— 
On hearing of Gedaliah’s appointment as governor, there came to 
him “ all the captains of the several divisions of the army and 
their men,” 1.e. those portions of the army which had been scattered 
at the flight of the king (ver. 5), and which had escaped from the 
Chaldeans, and, as it is expressed in Jer. xl 7, had dispersed 
themselves “in the field,” t.¢. about the land. Instead of O'v3xm 
we have in Jer. xl 7 the clearer expression D7°2N}, “ and their 
men,” whilst D'Vk in our text receives its more precise defini- 
tion from the previous word 0°20. Of the military commanders 
the following are mentioned by name: Ishmael, etc. (the } before 
xyow is explic, “and indeed Ishmael”). Ishmael, son of 
Mattaniah and grandson of Elishama, probably of the king’s 
secretary mentioned in Jer. xxxvi. 12 and 20, of royal blood. 
Nothing further is known about the other names. We simply 
learn from Jer. xl. 13 sqq. that Johanan had warned Gedaliah 
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against the treachery of Ishmael, and that when Gedaliah was 
slain by Ishmael, having disregarded the warning, he put him- 
self at the head of the people and marched with them to Egypt, 
notwithstanding the dissuasions of Jeremiah (Jer. xli. 15 sqq.). 
Instead of “ Johanan the son of Kareah,” we have in Jer. xl 8 
“ Johanan and Jonathan the sons of Kareah;” but it is uncer- 
tain whether 73 has crept into the text of Jeremiah from the 
previous }27 merely through a mistake, and this mistake has 
brought with it the alteration of {3 into ‘33 (Ewald), or whether 
ini’ has dropped out of our text through an oversight, and this 
omission has occasioned the alteration of ‘33 into j2 (Thenius, 
Graf, etc.). The former supposition is favoured by the circum- 
stance that in Jer. xl 13, xlii 11, 16, Johanan the son of 
Kareah alone is mentioned. In Jer. xl 8 ‘BiY ‘233 (Chethib ‘DY) 
stands before ‘NBD37, according to which it was not Seraiah 
who sprang from Netophah, but Ophai whose sons were military 
commanders. He was called Netophathite because he sprang 
from Netopha in the neighbourhood of Bethlehem (Neh. vii. 26 ; 
Ezra ii. 22), the identity of which with Beit Nettif is by no 
means probable (see at 2 Sam. xxiii. 28). The name ¥TIIM is 
written #3" in Jeremiah ; he was the son of the Maachathite, 
ae. his father sprang from the Syrian district of Maacah in the 
neighbourhood of the Hermon (see at Deut. iii. 14).—-Ver. 24. 
As these men were afraid of the vengeance of the Chaldsans 
because they had fought against them, Gedaliah assured them 
on oath that they had nothing to fear from them if they would 
dwell peaceably in the land, be submissive to the king of Babel, 
and cultivate the land (cf. Jer. xl 9 and 10). ‘“ Servants of 
the Chaldees” are Chaldean officials who were subordinate to 
the governor Gedaliah—Ver. 25. In the seventh month, t¢ 
hardly two months after the destruction of Jerusalem, came 
Ishmael with ten men to Gedaliah at Mizpah, and murdered 
him together with the Jews and Chaldeans, whom he had with 
him as soldiers to do his bidding and for his protection. This 
occurred, according to Jer. xli. 1 sqq., when Gedaliah had re- 
ceived them hospitably and had invited them to eat with him. 
Ishmael was instigated to commit this murder by the Ammon- 
itish king Baalis, and Gedaliah had previously been made 
acquainted with the intended crime and put upon his guard by 
Johanan, but had put no faith in the information (Jer. xl 
13-16).—Ver. 26. After Ishmael had performed this deed, and 
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had also treacherously murdered a number of men, who had 
come to the temple with a sacrifice from Shechem, Shiloh, and 
Samaria, he took the Jews who were at Mizpah prisoners, with 
some kings’ daughters among them, intending to take them 
over to the Ammonites ; but as soon as his deed became known, 
he was pursued by Johanan and the rest of the military chiefs 
and was overtaken at Gibeon, whereupon those who had been 
led away by him went over to Johanan, so that he was only 
able to make his escape with eight men and get away to the 
Ammonites (Jer. xli. 4-15). Johanan then went with the rest 
of the military commanders and the people whom he had 
brought back into the neighbourhood of Bethlehem, with the 
intention of fleeing to Egypt for fear of the Chaldeans. There 
they did indeed have recourse to the prophet Jeremiah, to 
inquire of him the word of the Lord; but they did not allow 
themselves to be diverted from their intention by the word of 
the Lord which he announced to them, that if they remained in 
the land they need not fear anything from the king of Babel, 
but if they went to Egypt they should all perish there with 
sword, hunger, and pestilence, or by the prediction that the 
Lord would also deliver Pharaoh Hophra into the hand of 
Nebuchadnezzar (Jer. xlii). They went to Egypt notwith- 
standing, taking the prophet himself with them, and settled in 
different cities of Egypt, where they gave themselves up to 
idolatry, and did not suffer themselves to be drawn away from 
it even by the severe judgments which the prophet Jeremiah 
predicted as sure to fall upon them (Jer. xliii. and xliv.). Ina 
the verse before us we have simply a brief allusion to the 
eventual result of the whole affair. “ Because they were afraid 
of the Chaldeans,” namely, that they might possibly take ven- 
geance upon them for the murder of the governor. 

Vers. 27-30. Jehoiachin delivered from prison, and exalted to 
royal honours (cf. Jer. lii. 31-34).—In the thirty-seventh year 
after his deportation Jehoiachin was taken out of prison by 
Evil-merodach when he came to the throne, 1376 7203, im the 
year of his becoming king, probably immediately after he had 
ascended the throne, for it was no doubt an act of grace at the 
commencement of his reign, W0NN RWI, to lift up a person’s 
head, ae. to release him from prison and exalt him to civil 
honours and dignities (cf. Gen. xl 13). On the coincidence of 
the thirty-seventh year of Jehoiachin’s imprisonment and the 
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commencement of the reign of Evil-merodach see the remarks 
at ch. xxiv. 12. Instead of the 27th day of the month, the 25th 
is given in Jeremiah, again through the substitution of similar 
numeral letters (see at ver.8). Evil-merodach : THD MX, Eviar 
Mapdéay or Eviadpapwdéx (LXX.) ; ‘IiAoapoddapos, possibly a 
copyist’s error for 'IAuapoodaxos, in the Can. Ptol., and in other 
forms also: see M. v. Nieb. Gesch, Ags. p. 42, and Ges. thes. p. 
41; compounded from the name of the Babylonian god Mero- 
dach (see at ch. xx. 12) and the prefix #vil, which has not yet 
been explained with certainty. He reigned two years, accord- 
ing to Berosus in Jos. c. Ap. 1. 20, and the Can. Ptol.; and 
according to the verdict of Berosus, mpoordas tav mpaynaTwr 
avopws Kal doewyas ; and was murdered by his brother-in-law 
Neriglissor. The statement in Jos, Ant. x. 11, 2, to the effect 
that he reigned eighteen years, and that of Alex. Polyh. in Euseb. 
Chron. arm. 1. p. 45, that he reigned twelve years, are evidently 
false—Ver. 28. “ He spake kindly to him (cf. Jer. xii 6), and 
set his throne above the throne of the kings who were with him 
in Babel.” This is not to be understood literally, as signifying 
that he assigned him a loftier throne than the other kings 
(Hitzig, Thenius), but figuratively: loco honestiore eum habuit 
(Ros.). The “kings with him” were dethroned kings, who were 
kept at the court like Jehoiachin to add to its splendour, just 
as Cyrus kept the conquered Croesus by his side (Herod. i 88). 
—Vers. 29, 30. “ And he (Jehoiachin) changed his prison gar- 
ments,” ¢.c. took them off and put other regal clothing on (cf. 
Gen. xli. 42). “ And ate continually before him all his life,” 
ae. ate at the king’s table (cf. 2 Sam. ix. 7). Moreover a daily 
tation of food was supplied to him by the king for the main- 
tenance of his retainers, who formed his little court. The D'?2 
™n of ver. 30, upon which Thenius throws suspicion without 
any reason, refers to Jehoiachin like that in ver. 29 ; for the his- 
torian intended to show how Jehoiachin had fared from the day 
of his elevation to the end of his life. At the same time, we 
cannot infer from this with any certainty that Jehoiachin died 
before Evil-merodach ; for the favour shown to him might be 
continued by Evil-merodach’s successor. We cannot make any 
safe conjecture as to the motives which induced Evil-merodach 
to pardon Jehoiachin and confer this distinction upon him. 
The higher ground of this joyful termination of his imprison- 
ment lay in the gracious decree of God, that the seed of David, 
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though severely chastised for its apostasy from the Lord, should 
‘not be utterly rejected (2 Sam. vii 14,15). At the same 
time, this event was also intended as a comforting sign to the 
whole of the captive people, that the Lord would one day put 
an end to their banishment, if they would acknowledge that it 
was a well-merited punishment for their sins that they had 
been driven away from before His face, and would turn again 
to the Lord their God with all their heart. 


THE END. 
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